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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION
Principals, Teachers, and Elementary Youth:
Measurement of Selected Variables of
Teacher-Principal Social Interaction
and Educational Environment
(May 1971)
By
Alexander Bruce McKay
B.S. Pennsylvania State University
MSST American University
Ed.D. University of Massachusetts
Directed by: Dr. Robert L. Sinclair
The central purpose of this study was to examine selected fea-
tures of principal and teacher behavior in relation to the educational
environment of elementary schools. Subtests of Halpin's Organizational
Climate Description Questionnaire were used to obtain teacher perceptions
on the four principal variables named Aloofness, Production Emphasis,
Thrust, and Consideration and the four teacher variables of Disengage-
ment, Hindrance, Esprit and Intimacy. Collective perceptions of fifth
ana sixth grade students were obtained on Sinclair and Sadker's Elemen-
tary School Environment Survey for the educational environment variables
of Alienation, Humanism, Autonomy, Morale, Opportunism and Resources.
Usable responses were obtained from 4,105 fifth and sixth grade students
and 627 teachers in thirty-six Massachusetts and Pennsylvania elementary
schools
.
The following priority hypotheses were generated for the study
vii
through a comprehensive review of existing research and the results of
a pilot investigation:
1. There will be a significant negative relationship between the
Aloofness of the principal and Alienation in the educational
en-v ironment
.
2. There will be a significant positive relationship between the
Thrust of the principal and Morale in the educational environ-
ment .
3. There will be a significant positive relationship between the
Disengagement of the teachers and Alienation in the educational
environment
4. There will be a significant positive relationship between the
Hindrance of the teachers and Alienation in the educational
environment
.
5. There will be a significant negative relationship between the
Disengagement of the teachers and Morale in the educational
environment
The overall relationship between the behaviors of the school
principal, his teachers, and the educational environment of sampled
schools was tested by means of canonical correlation, with these findings
1. The set of teacher variables was significantly related (p < .01)
to the set of educational environment variables.
2. The set of principal variables was significantly related (p <
.05) to the set of teacher variables.
3. The set of principal variables was significantly related (p <
.10) to the set of educational environment variables.
Bivariate relationships between teacher-principal variables, educational
environment variables, and demographic data variables were tested by the
computation of Pearson product-moment correlations. Priority Hypotheses
2-5 attained statistical significance. Major findings of the bivariate
viii
analysis are summarized as follows.
1. The principal behaviors of Thrust (p < .01) and Consideration
(p < .05) were related to Alienation (-)
,
Humanism (+) , and
Morale (+) in the educational environment.
2. The teacher behaviors of Disengagement and Hindrance were sig-
nificantly related (p < .01) to the educational environment
variables of Alienation (+) , Humanism (-) , and Morale (-)
.
3. The teacher behavior of Esprit was significantly related (p <
.01) to Alienation (-)
,
Humanism (+)
,
Morale (+) , and Resources
(+) in the educational environment.
4. The age of the principal and the number of years he has been in
education were significantly related (p < .05) to Alienation (-)
,
Humanism (+)
,
Autonomy (-)
,
and Morale [(+)p < .10] in the
educational environment.
5. The size of the school enrollment was significantly related (p
< .10) to Morale (-) in the educational environment.
Another feature of the present investigation was the advancement of an
ideal educational environment. After suggesting a desirable range of
scores for each environmental variable, two of the sampled schools were
discovered to possess the necessary ideal environment characteristics.
The results of this study, then, support the contention that the
behavior of teachers and principals is significantly related to selected
components of the educational environment. Research of a more experi-
mental nature was recommended as a follow-up to the present investiga-
tion. Such experimental study might begin with the findings of the
present inquiry, and should examine causal inferences for those relation-
ships found to be significant in the present study.
It was further noted that the subtests of the Organizational
Climate Description Questionnaire provided a useful framework for the
study of teacher-principal interaction, and that further use
of the 0CDQ
9
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should continue to be limited to the subtests. Additional research
was recommended, giving special attention to improvement of environ-
mental measures at both the secondary and elementary school levels.
Also, the research framework used in this study provides an important
perspective for educators in assessing environmental conditions through-
out educational change efforts in schools.
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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM
Introduction
It has been generally agreed that the school principal is one
of the key agents in promoting or retarding educational change (Gross
and Herriott, 1965; Goodlad, 1968; Lieberman, 1969; Spain, 1956). As
the leader of the school, the principal usually has major control over
factors including the selection of staff, allocation of teaching respon-
sibilities and the format of the school schedule. An important figure
in the alignment of educational priorities, he is instrumental in the
implementation of innovative programs at the school. Also, he acts as
a controlling force in the extent to which parental and other pressures
are brought to bear on teachers. Thus, the principal is seen as one of
the most influential forces in determining the extent to which the
school is a vibrant or a sterile institution.
One of the most important tasks facing educators is how to
create stimulating learning environments for children. Silberman (1970,
p. 341) suggests that we need climates "where student responsibility is
emphasized, where conformity is not imposed, where learners solve prob-
lems important to them, where interest is high, and where there is an
active commitment to discovery and learning." The behavior of the
school principal seems crucial in shaping such desirable conditions for
learning, but more research is needed concerning the specific nature of
2his influence on the educational environment. The intent of the pre-
sent study is to investigate this relationship in selected elementary
schools
.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to examine teacher-principal social
interaction in relation to the educational environment in selected ele-
mentary schools. The investigator will describe the teacher-principal
social interaction and the existing educational environment in the sam-
pled schools; relationships will then be sought among selected components
of teacher-principal social interaction and features of the educational
environment. Also, the investigator will describe an ideal type of
educational environment, and suggest the necessary teacher-principal
interaction profile conducive to its development. Finally, implications
will be drawn for consideration in further research concerning the in-
fluence of the principal-staff interaction on the development of educa-
tional environments
.
Teacher-principal social interaction . Insofar as this study is
concerned, the teacher-principal social interaction refers to the "social
component" of organizational climate described by Halpin and Croft (1963).
In examining the social interactions that occur between the teachers and
the principal, the authors included measures of the leader's behavior as
well as measures of the group's behavior.
Eight components are included in studying teacher-principal
social interaction. These comprise the eight subtests of Halpin 's
Organ-
izational Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ) , completed by the
3teachers in each participating school. The four subtests which des-
cribe selected features of teacher behavior are named disengagement,
hindrance, esprit, and intimacy. The subtests referring to the prin-
cipal s behavior are aloofness, production emphasis, thrust, and con-
sideration. A complete description of these factors is included in
Appendix A.
Educational environment
. As conceptualized by Sinclair and
used in this study, the educational environment of the elementary
school refers to 'the conditions, forces, and external stimuli which
foster the development of individual characteristics. The environment
is recognized as a complex system of situational determinants that
exert an influence upon participating individuals.
. . . This concep-
tualization of environment is based upon the assumption that behavior
is a function of the transactional relationship between the individual
and his environment." (1968, p. 3).
Using the preceding rationale, Sinclair developed the Elementary
School Environment Survey (ESES) . The ESES elicits the responses of
fifth and sixth grade students to eighty true/false items representing
the variables of practicality, propriety, community, awareness, and
scholarship. A revised form of the Elementary School Environment Survey
has recently been completed. Using data from fifty-four Massachusetts
elementary schools, Sadker (1971) recently employed factor analysis pro-
cedures to generate six factor clusters. The six new environmental fac-
tors have been named alienation, humanism, autonomy, morale, opportunism,
and resources. Appendix B contains a complete description of these
variables
.
4In summary, the eight subtests of the Organizational Climate
Description Questionnaire will be used to assess the teacher-principal
social interaction in selected elementary schools. Furthermore, the
educational environment in each school will be measured along the six
dimensions included in the most recent revision of the Elementary
School Environment Survey. The investigator will then examine features
of the reported educational environment in relation to the components
of teacher-principal interaction. An ideal educational environment
will be described, and the necessary teacher-principal interaction pro-
file conducive to its development will be outlined. Finally, hypothe-
ses and implications will be presented for examination in further research.
Significance of the Study
Tnere is considerable evidence to indicate that the behavior of
the school principal has an effect on certain staff conditions, such as
teacher morale and professionalism (Lieberman, 1969; Chesler, 1963;
Reynolds, 1965; Gross and Herriott, 1965). Some (Gross and Herriott,
1965, p. 57) even suggest that teachers’ professional performance and
morale may serve as links between leadership practices of the principal
and the academic performance of pupils. Lieberman (1969, p. 18) adds,
"Principals and teachers are dependent on each other for the satisfac-
tion cf needs whether they be providing materials for the teacher, sat-
isfactory working conditions, or shared decision-making. The orientation
that principals take toward their staff will affect not only the way
teachers feel toward the principal and the staff, but also the way
they
feel toward teaching as a job."
5Studies of organizational effectiveness (Katz and Kahn, 1966;
Likert, 1961 ) have demonstrated that high-producing managers, much more
often than low-producing managers, have operations characterized by
favorable, cooperative attitudes and high levels of job satisfaction
on the part of the members of the organization. As Likert (1961, p.
60) generalizes:
The supervisors and managers in American industry and government
who are achieving the highest productivity, lowest costs, least
turnover, and absence, and the highest levels of employee motiva-
tion and satisfaction display, on the average, a different pattern
of leadership from those managers who are achieving less impres-
sive results.
Despite these considerations, there has been very little research re-
garding the relationship of the principal’s behavior to the educational
environment. In part, the significance of the present study is that
further information will be provided about the specific nature of this
relationship.
Another important feature of the present study is the manner in
which organizational effectiveness is determined. Although it may be
necessary for educators to appraise the "output" of the schooling process
by gathering achievement test data, grades, reading level scores and
college board results, it is becoming quite apparent that other factors
may be equally relevant. Modern industrial theorists feel that it is
unrealistic to be concerned only with output in assessing organizational
effectiveness. Likert (1961 , p. 61 ) suggests that measures of effective-
ness must examine another set of variables, called "intervening variables,
that reflect the current condition of the internal state of the organi-
zation—its loyalty, skills, motivations, and capacity for effective
6interaction, communication, and decision-making. Etzioni (1960, p.
257) stresses the need for a ^balanced distribution of resources among
the various organizational needs, not maximal satisfaction of any one
activity, even of goal activities." In addition, Herzberg (1966) con-
tends that it is not enough to foster desirable "hygiene factors" of
the work environment such as status, security, salaries, working con-
ditions and interpersonal relationships. These factors produce no
growth in worker output capacity; they only prevent losses in worker
performance due to work restriction. More study is needed regarding
the application of these notions of industrial management to the opera-
tion of educational organizations. An additional significance of the
present study is the identification and measurement of relevant inter-
vening variables in the elementary school organization.
The study takes on additional importance as the practice of se-
lection and assignment of school principals is considered. More ade-
quate selection criteria are needed than those in present use. Mere
attention to successful teaching experience, seniority, or possession
of advanced degrees is not sufficient. We cannot assume that principals
will behave the same in different job situations. However, it may be
useful to examine an individual’s past leader behavior in relation to
the unique environmental conditions that he confronted. The findings
of this study will suggest additional considerations, namely, that
schools are likely to exhibit certain environmental features depending
upon the behavioral characteristics of the assigned principal.
Further, this investigation is important because a framework is
advanced that will enable the principal and his staff to study the
7effects of their behavior on the educational environment. The investi-
gator will propose an ideal educational environment and suggest the
teacher and principal behavior needed to foster the development of this
environment. Information regarding these relationships could be used
to design strategies for change and school improvement.
Of particular significance is the attempt to formulate hypothe-
ses for further research. Different educational environments affect
children in different ways, and to ignore variance in school environ-
ments is to limit understanding of behavioral differences in students.
Also, different principal behavior affects the school in different ways.
To increase our understanding of how the principal’s behavior affects
the educational environment, it is necessary to identify specific rela-
tionships that are significant.
Review of the Literature
The approach of this section provides a review of some major
work concerning the relation between leader behavior and organizational
effectiveness. First, efforts of management theorists will be examined;
second, recent attempts to develop theory in educational administration
will be reviewed; finally, pertinent research will be cited regarding
the transactional relationship between the school principal, teachers,
pupils, and educational effectiveness.
Management and Organizational Behavior . Likert (1961) has con-
ducted extensive studies of the complex problems of administration.
Generally, his approach has been to identify principles of leadership
and management which result in the best job performance. Comparisons
8were made between the kinds of leadership and related variables employed
in the best organizations in contrast to those used by the poorest.
Several criteria were used to evaluate administrative effectiveness,
including productivity, job satisfaction, turnover and absenteeism,
costs, scrap loss, and employee and managerial motivation. Generally,
his findings were that "supervisors whose units have a relatively poor
production record tend to concentrate on keeping their subordinates
busily engaged in going through a specified work cycle in a prescribed
way and at a satisfactory rate as determined by time standards." ( 1961 ,
p. 6) . On the other hand, "Supervisors with the best records of per-
formance focus their primary attention on the human aspects of their
subordinates problems and on endeavoring to build effective work groups
with high performance goals." (1961, p. 7). After extensive study ver-
ifying these findings in divergent organizational settings, Likert de-
picted four management styles of organization: the "exploitive-author-
itative," the '"benevolent authoritative," the "consultative," and the
participative-group . " As organizations proceed from the exploitive-
authoritative system to the participative-group system, the compatibil-
ity of the people functioning within the organization and the formal
structure of the organization increases. The theory hypothesizes this
additional compatibility in turn increases productivity and enlargens
the opportunity for individuals within the organization to meet social
and psychological needs
.
In reporting on a study conducted by Pelz, Likert adds a very
important condition to the conclusion by some that freedom in doing
9one's work leads to high performance. The caveat (1961, p. 24) is
that freedom will lead to high performance only when there is a great
deal of interaction between the individual, his colleagues, and his
superior." A study of life insurance agencies (Likert and Willits,
1940) yielded evidence indicating that agents under a commission form
of compensation and left entirely to themselves with complete freedom
tended to be poor salesmen. "Evidently, if freedom is to contribute
to high performance, the individual must be a part of an active social
system where there is frequent contact and interaction. This inter-
action motivates the individual. He knows and accepts what is expected
of him and often takes a major role in setting the goals himself. When
the individual has the required skills and the high performance goals
and motivation arising from interaction between the individual, his
peers, and his superiors, freedom appears to result in improved perform-
ance." (1961, pp. 24-25).
Another view is presented by Argyris (1957) in his description
of the basic incongruences between the needs of a mature personality
and the requirements of a formal organization. Healthy human beings
are postulated to develop in ways which are contrary to the expectations
of most work environments. Argyris built a new organizational model by
suggesting two types of "social organisms" existing on either end of a
multi-dimensional continuum. At one end of the continuum is placed the
ideal case of the formal organization; on the other end is the ideal
case of the individual-need-centered group, where self actualization is
fostered through effective work group relationships. The function of
leadership is defined (p. 192) as "helping the individual to obtain
10
self-actualization and the organization to fulfill its objectives."
Like many other authors, Argyris notes that leaders must possess effec-
tive diagnostic and analytic skills in addition to ability in fostering
human relationships, decision-making and communication. The effort of
moving an organization from the more formal type to the more Individual-
needs type is frought with problems. For example, if the employees
have learned to become dependent and submissive, the transition to a
different leadership pattern will result in a decrease in production
as well as an increase in open dislike for the leader. Also, the indi-
vidual-needs-centered leadership assumes the persons are highly moti-
vated, desirous of full self-actualization, and willing to be respon-
sible for their own behavior. As Argyris (p. 202) puts it: "An in-
creasing number of employees are not actively seeking greater job satis-
faction; do not need to belong to cohesive work groups; do not need to
identify with the larger organization; and do not need psychological
rewards .
"
These difficulties are understood more clearly when placed in
the perspective of Maslow's (1954) hierarchy of needs. It is argued
that the behavior of an individual in any given situation is determined
by his strongest need. Further, these human needs can generally be
ordered so that satisfaction of any particular need is prerequisite to
the satisfaction of other higher level needs. Human needs are arranged
as follows: first level needs are physiological, and refer to the basic
requirements for sustainance of life, such as shelter, food and clothing
Until these needs are satisfied, no other need-disposition occurs. Next
11
security or safety needs emerge, including the need to be free of
physical danger. Maslov suggests that this level refers to a search
for orderliness, for routine, rhythm and stability. If both the phys-
iological and the safety needs are fairly well gratified, belongingness
and love needs will emerge. The individual will hunger for affection-
ate relations with people in general, for a place in his group, and
feel keenly the absence of friends, or a sweetheart, or a wife or chil-
dren. The highest levels are the need for esteem and the press for
se lf“actualization
. With regard to esteem, when an individual begins
to satisfy his need to belong, he has a desire for a stable, firmly
based, usually high self-evaluation, for self-respect or self esteem,
and for the esteem of others. Maslow suggests that two classifications
are necessary in describing the esteem needs: first, the desire for
strength, for achievement, for adequacy, for mastery and competence,
for confidence in the face of the world, and for independence and free-
dom; second, the desire for reputation or prestige, status dominance,
recognition, attention, importance or appreciation. Self-actualization
refers to the maximization of one's potential, to become what one is
capable of becoming. Not every well understood, the specific form that
this need takes varies greatly from person to person, but the clear
emergence of these needs once again rests upon satisfaction of the
prior needs .
Herzberg (1966) has provided another useful viewpoint of human
motivation in the organizational context. After interviewing two hun-
dred engineers and accountants representing a cross section of Pittsburgh
12
industry, Herzberg evolved the motivation-hygiene theory. The study
was designed to test the notion that man has two sets of needs: his
need as an animal to avoid pain and his need as a human to grow psycho-
logically. In the interviews, respondents were questioned about the
kinds of things on their job that made them unhappy or dissatisfied,
and what things made them happy or satisfied. Herzberg concluded from
the analysis that these two categories of needs were indeed independent
of each other, and affected behavior in different ways. The first cat-
egory concerned the hygiene factors of the work environment, and in-
cluded such things as company policies and administration, supervision,
working conditions, interpersonal relationships, security, and salary.
These factors were found to contribute the most to job dissatisfaction.
On the other hand, motivators in the environment seemed to be capable
of having a positive effect on job satisfaction often resulted in an
increase in productivity. These factors included achievement, recogni-
tion, responsibility, opportunity for advancement and possibility of
growth, and the work itself. Seen from the viewpoint of productivity
in an organization, it is not enough to satisfy the hygiene factors of
work environment; people need opportunities to develop responsibility,
to grow, to advance, to be recognized for a job well done, and to be
proud of their work.
Implicit in this discussion is the point that managers must un-
derstand the needs and motivations of their employees . In the course
of describing the components of organizational effectiveness, the admin
istrator must attempt to determine the underlying reasons for humans be
having the way they do. In this effort, it is important for managers,
13
administrators
,
school principals, leaders at all levels, to apply the
notions of Maslow, Argyris, Likert, and others to the process of ex-
amining effectiveness of organizational activity.
Now let us turn to the specific topic of educational adminis-
tration and examine the role of the school principal in the context of
emerging theory
.
Theory and Research in Educational Administration
. One of the
difficulties that has confronted the development of theory in educa-
tional administration has been the lack of common understanding of the
meaning of theory. Some writers refer not to how administrators do be-
have, but to how they ought to behave. Others confuse development of
taxonomies with development of theory. Still others struggle to iden-
tify the domains of theory in educational administration. At the very
least, educators are beginning to recognize the need for theory-building.
Griffiths (1959, p. 14) approaches this issue by discussing what
theory is not
,
arguing first that theory is not a personal affair. That
is, each administrator develops his unique approaches to everyday prob-
lems, exhibits a personal style in his confrontation of those problems,
and operates with his own opinions of what will be effective in the
situational contexts of everyday work. Griffiths contends that these
behaviors do not constitute the development of a theory. Second, theory
is not a dream. It is in error to refer to bull sessions, fancy-filled
discussions, and brain-storming as "theoretical,” although it is popular
in some quarters to do so. Next, according to Griffiths, theory is not
a philosophy. Even though we seem to need guidance toward the develop-
ment of principled action, such activity is not to be construed as theory.
14
Theory implies empirical verification. Proposition of fact can be ver-
ified, while propositions of value cannot be verified empirically.
Finally, theory is not a taxonomy, for taxonomy does not allow one to
develop testable hypotheses—which are the foundation of theory.
As to what theory is
,
Griffiths and Halpin agree with the def-
inition provided by Feigl (1951, p. 182):
In order to provide for a terminology which will not constantly
involve us in a tangle of confusions, I propose to define a "theory"
as a set of assumptions from which can be derived by purely logico—
mathematical procedures a larger set of empirical laws. The theory
thereby furnishes an explanation of these empirical laws and uni-
fies the originally relatively heterogeneous areas of subject matter
characterized by those empirical laws. Even though it must be ad-
mitted that there is no sharp line of demarcation (except a purely
arbitrary one) between theoretical assumptions and empirical laws,
the distinction, at least in the sense of a gradation, is illumin-
ating from a methodological point of view.
One more terminological suggestion may help: Let us speak of
scientific explanation whereever more specific or more descriptive
statements are derived from more general or more hypothetical as-
sumptions
.
Owens (1970, p. 43) describes theory more succinctly in the following
way:
A theory is the systematic relating of a set of general hypotheses
or assumptions; the hypotheses on which a theory is based must be
so well verified as to have gained rather general acceptance as
being true. The assumptions should thus reflect actual human ex-
perience or observation.
Getzels (1958, p. 157) suggests referring to the school insti-
tution as a social system, involving two special classes of phenomena.
He asserts that the social behavior of inhabitants of the social system
can be understood as a function of either "nomothetic" or "idiographic"
elements. The nomothetic dimension refers to those institutional roles
and expectations that will fulfill the goals of the system, while the
15
idiographic dimension refers to the individual, personality, and need-
dispositions of persons in the institution. The behavior of individuals
in the institution is construed as belonging in part to each of these
dimensions
.
A useful framework for those conducting research on administra-
tive behavior was developed by Halpin (1966, pp. 22-77). A condensed
version of his approach is presented in Figure 1.
Change criteria of the organization's achievement are measured
with respect to the purpose of the organization; hence an arrow points
from Panel IV to Panel I. The essential problem is to predict events
in Panel IV-B on the basis of variables identified in Panel II. The
focus of research is upon the administrator, and since the purpose is
to predict changes in organization achievement from his behavior, the
arrow from Panel II points to Panel IV. Panel III variables are studied
so as to increase the accuracy of the predictions made from the vari-
ables in Panel II. As Halpin (p. 65) says:
In short, we are interested not in just any variable associated
with the administrator's behavior, but only in those variables in
Panel III associated with aspects of the administrator's behavior
that are, in turn, significantly related to the criteria in Panel
IV. This means that the selection of Panel III variables by "shot-
gun" methods is out of order. Instead, one must start first by
identifying those leader behavior variables (Panel II) that are re-
lated to changes in the organization's achievement. Then we must
select for study only those variables in Panel III that are perti-
nent to the leader behavior variables which have been identified.
Let us now examine the features of research specific to the behavior of
the elementary school principal.
The Principal, his Staff, and Educational Effectiveness . That
the principal is an important factor in determining the success of a
Figure 1
Paradigm for Research on Administrator Behavior
Panel I THE TASK
Panel II
Panel III
Panel IV A
BEHAVIOR OF THE
ADMINISTRATOR
VARIABLES ASSOCIATED
WITH ADMINISTRATOR
BEHAVIOR
INTERMEDIATE CRITERIA <
OF "EFFECTIVENESS"
I
CHANGES IN ORGANIZATION <
MAINTENANCE
t t
CHANGES IN ORGANIZATION <
ACHIEVEMENT ;
A
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school program has been readily agreed. Spain, Drummond, and Goodlad
(1956, pp . 69-70) put it this way:
The elementary school principal holds a key position in the im-
provement of the professional staff. He is the acknowledged and
appointed status leader. Whether he wants to or not, he will dis-
cover that among his most important functions are those related to
teaching teachers." Whether the school becomes a challenging
educational enterprise or a dull and dreary place for children
depends not so much upon what is there at the outset of his effort
as upon the quality of leadership he provides for his staff.
It is a common belief that the principal is a crucial agent in school
improvement. The League of Cooperating Schools, a consortium of
eighteen California schools participating in a joined planned change
effort witn UCLA and I/D/E/A, is explicit in this assumption. In a re-
cent monograph (I/D/E/A, 1968) describing some of the findings of
League efforts, Goodlad noted that the principal is in a leadership
role where he can release the human potential of the school. Articles
in the monograph attempted to bring together key ideas to aid other
principals in facilitating change. In one article, educational change
was placed within the context of systems models. Another examined the
principal's role and the conflicts he faces. In other sections, deter-
minants of leadership behavior were discussed and the dynamics of group
interaction were explored. In short, the League has assumed throughout
that the principal is a key agent in change.
In a recently completed study investigating issues and problems
facing the elementary principal, Goldhammer (1970) held that the prin-
cipal of the specific school is undoubtedly in the key position to guide
the processes of change and the implementation of overall goals and
strategies which ultimately influence the success or failure of an
18
educational program." For all the rhetoric, however, there has been
precious little energy devoted to describing either the parameters of
the principal's behavior or the effects of his specific activity on
educational effectiveness. The 1969 edition of the Encyclopedia of
Educational Research reports (1969, p. 431) that only a few studies
exist regarding the dynamics of the principal's role in elementary
schools. Also, "a number of studies have been done which are concerned
with the interactions which occur between principals and their staff
. .
Still, the evidence is not very extensive and the interpretations from
it are necessarily limited."
Perhaps the most extensive study dealing with the leadership
of the elementary principal was conducted by Gross and Herriott. Re-
garding the crucial role of the elementary principal, they report (1965,
p. 1) :
Of all the administrative officials in the complex bureaucracy that
manages public school systems in the United States, few have at
their command greater potentialities for influencing directly the
type and quality of education young pupils are to receive than has
the elementary school principal. He is the school executive in the
closest contact with the central functions of the school: teaching
and learning. His position of formal leadership provides him with
the opportunity to motivate his staff and to improve its standards
and performance in teaching. He can offer them valuable advice in
their efforts to deal with classroom problems. He can make their
meetings an important and stimulating educational experience. He
can maximize the different skills of his teachers and help them
grow in their competencies. The elementary school principal, in
short, enjoys substantial opportunities to provide a high order of
staff leadership.
In their study, findings were reported concerning one particular aspect
of the behavior of elementary school principal, "their efforts to con-
form to a definition of their role that stresses an obligation to im-
prove the performance of their teachers." (p. vii) . Conduct of this
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type was designated (p. vii) Executive Professional Leadership "since
it refers to the attempts of an executive (the principal) to influence
the behavior of subordinates with a claim to professional status
(teachers) . " Higher EPL scores were found to be significantly related
to higher staff morale, to more professional teacher behavior, and to
pupil success in reading. It was argued that the behavior of the prin-
cipal can and does have an effect on the operation of the school; and
also (p. 57) that "the findings . . . reveal that both teacher’s pro-
fessional performance and morale may serve as links in a causal chain
between the EPL of principals and the performance of their pupils."
Perhaps the most recent research in this area was conducted by
Lieberman at UCLA. In developing the rationale for her study, she
(1969, pp. 1-2) reported, "one difficulty is that there is no evidence
of just what it is that principals do that has differential effects on
teachers." By adapting Gordon's (1963) teacher leadership dimensions
of task, authority, and expressiveness to the leadership behavior of the
principal, Lieberman (pp. 25-26) studied three distinct phenomena:
1. The relationship between the task, authority and expressive
dimensions of the principal.
2. The relationship between dimensions of principal leadership
and teacher morale and professionalism.
3. The relationship between principal leadership and teacher
leadership style in the classroom.
Principals and teachers from thirty-one schools were included in the
sample. Teachers answered a questionnaire on principal leadership and
teacher morale and professionalism. Pupils from all fifth and sixth
grade classes responded to questionnaires on teacher style in the
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classroom. Significant findings were reported with respect to the
first two sets of hypotheses concerning the relationships between the
task, authority, and expressive dimensions of the principal and the
relation of these leadership factors with teacher morale and profes-
sionalism. For example, it is reported (p. 78) that "the task orien-
tation of the principal is highly related to teacher professionalism
. . .
(principals) ... in order to effect high professionalism among teach-
ers must strive toward high task orientation, middle to low authority
and middle to high expressive orientation." Another not too surprising
finding was that professionalism is accompanied by greater autonomy and
power to make decisions
. The third set of hypotheses are of special
importance to the present study because the transactional relationship
between principal leadership and teacher leadership style in the class-
room is examined. In this portion of the study, simple correlational
procedures did not reveal any strong relationships of teacher dimensions
of task, authority, and expressiveness with the same principal dimensions.
This section has briefly reviewed the literature and research
pertinent to the current investigation of the relation between the be-
havior of the school principal and educational environment. Some of the
efforts of industrial and management theorists have been examined as
they pertain to leadership and organizational effectiveness; the need
for further development and refinement of theory in educational adminis-
tration was explored; finally, efforts to study the transactional rela-
tionship of the behavior of the school principal, his staff, pupils, and
educational effectiveness were described. In the next chapter, hypotheses
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for the present investigation will be formulated in part by citing
specific findings from these and other related studies.
CHAPTER II
THEORETICAL APPROACH
The major purpose of this chapter is to generate hypotheses
for the present study. Initially, a theoretical base will be developed
to examine specific features of the educational environment and selected
components of teacher-principal interaction. Hypothesized relationships
will then be formulated in two ways. First, a set of initial hypothe-
ses will be formulated by identifying gaps in existing research and
citing current findings that bear on the present study. A second set
of initial hypotheses will be framed after an examination of pilot
study data from eight elementary schools. Both sets of initial hypoth-
eses will be used to determine priority hypotheses for the present
study. The preceding approach is taken so that hypotheses for the
present study will be given quantitative strength.
Theoretical Base
In the present study our main interest is the transactional re-
lationship between school principal, his teachers, and the pupils. A
useful model of this triadic relationship is provided by Tharpe and
Metzei (1969) as they discuss the consultative triad, a special instance
of behavior modification theory. The triad is shown in Figure 2.
The consultant position in this model is described as anyone who
has knowledge, the mediator role as anyone with the reinforcers, and the
target as anyone with the problem. For the present study, this unique
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transactional relationship may be depicted as shown in Figure 3.
Relating this model to the current study, the principal (consultant),
through his efforts with teachers (mediator), has effect on the educa-
tional environment for pupils (targets). Gross and Herriott explored
this triadic relationship as they attempted to establish theoretical
links in the process by which the Executive Professional Leadership
(EPL) of the principal leads to the performance of pupils in his school.
Partial correlation techniques were used to remove the linear effects
of teacher morale, teacher professional performance and family income
from the relationship between the leadership of the principal and pupil
academic performance. Though the resulting partial correlation between
the principal’s EPL and pupil academic performance was only .05, it was
suggested (1965, p. 57) that a causal chain may exist between the EPL
of principals and the performance of pupils.
Figure 2
The Consultative Triad
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Educational Environment
. Although educators have for some
time been interested in building constructive learning situations, it
is only in the past decade or so that significant efforts have been
made to identify and measure specific variables in the educational en-
vironment. The bulk of this work has been stimulated by Stern and
Pace (1958) in their systematic attempt to characterize college envi-
ronments. Using the collective perceptions of students, the College
Characteristics Index (CCI) was constructed to measure the environmen-
tal press of colleges. In subsequent work, adaptations of this instru-
ment were developed to measure the environments of both the high school
(High School Characteristics Index - HSCI) and the elementary school
(Elementary School Characteristics Index - ESCI). In a further analy-
sis, Pace revised the CCI, selecting items which measured most sharply
the differences among fifty colleges comprising a normative sample. A
new instrument was developed that used about half of the CCI items. The
College and University Environment Scales (CUES) was used to obtain
ratings in five areas: scholarship, awareness, propriety, community,
and practicality. Pace's work was extended significantly as Sinclair
(1968) adapted CUES to measure the elementary school environment along
the same variables.
Teacher-principal social interaction . As indicated in Chapter
I, teacher-principal social interaction refers to the social component
of organizational climate, as measured by the Organizational Climate
Description Questionnaire. The following four categories of group inter-
action were considered by Halpin and Croft (1963, p. 16).
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1. Interactions determined primarily by the leader's behavior.
2. Behavior attributable to characteristics of the group qua group.
3. Interactions determined by procedures or by actions of an ex-
ecutive in a position hierarchically superior to the leader
himself
.
4. Interactions determined primarily by the behavior of individuals
qua individuals, and hence associated directly with the "person-
ality" assets and liabilities of the individual
.
An additional basis used to classify group interaction was the relation-
ship between the social needs of the individual and the social control
imposed upon him as a member of a group. As Halpin (1963, p. 17) states,
*we knew that
. . . we would have to take into account the balance main-
tained between the satisfaction of individual social needs and the or-
ganization's requirements for social control."
By administering the sixty-four item OCDQ to teachers in an
elementary school, scores are obtained for each of eight variables.
Organizational climate scores are then derived for each school by com-
paring the obtained subtest scores with a national sample of seventy-
one schools. In the current investigation, use of the OCDQ is limited
to the procurement of subtest scores.
Perceptions and Beta Press . As indicated by Murray in 1938,
the environment can be seen as providing a stimulus to which individuals
both attend and react. This stimulus situation is described as a
"potency" or press, and provides an individual with a perception of the
complexities of environment. The same environment can be perceived
differently by individuals with different needs. Thus, a person's be-
havior is determined by the dynamic interaction between his unique needs
and the environmental press.
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Murray (p. 122) provides two classifications of press, Alpha
press and Beta press.
In identifying press we have found it convenient to distinguishbetween 1) the Alpha press, which is the press that actually
exists, as far as scientific inquiry can determine it; and 2) theBeta press, which is the subject's own interpretation of the
phenomena that he perceives.
The present investigation uses the concept of Beta press. It
was felt that individuals behave in part as a result of their percep-
tions and that a crucial assessment of the educational environment and
teacher-principal interaction would be provided by those students and
teachers who participate within the elementary school.
Theoretical Formulation of Initial Hypotheses
Initial hypotheses will be suggested by exploring two major
domains
:
1. Relationships between components of the principal's behavior
and features of the educational environment.
2. Relationships between components of the teacher's behavior and
features of the educational environment.
It was necessary to obtain as concise information as possible regarding
these relationships. Thus, current research was reviewed by using des-
criptions of each of the climate and environment variables presented in
Appendices A and B, as well as selective reference to the specific items
included within each variable. Even though widespread use has been made
of the OCDQ, two major problems were faced. First, the large bulk of
the studies have viewed the climate scores as paramount in importance,
and consequently reports of subtest findings are scarce. Second, few
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studies are concerned with the transactional relationship relating
principal and teacher behavior to educational environment concerns of
pupils. In addition, since the present study is the first to use the
current version of the ESES, research utilizing other environmental
variables will be selected on a basis of psychological comparability
rather that empirical commonality.
At the 1970 meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, Hodgkinson reported the findings of a study which attempted
to measure the relationship between the dimensions of organizational
climate and the values of elementary school staff members. Several
significant correlations were reported between the eight OCDQ subtest
scores and twelve values scores obtained by administering Scott’s (1965)
Values Scale
_
s
_.
An examination of the descriptions and questionnaire
items for each of Scott’s variables revealed similarity of three ESES
factors and three values factors. Shown with the ESES variables in
parentheses, these possible commonalities were: Kindness [Alienation
(-)], Loyalty (Morale) and Independence (Autonomy). Ten significant
relationships were found between these three variables and specific OCDQ
subtest variables. These relationships are illustrated in Table 1, ex-
cerpted from Hodgkinson’s paper (p. 5).
Additional support for the statement of initial hypotheses in
the current investigation is derived by an examination of the findings
of recent work by Owens and Steinhoff (1960); their study investigated
the relationship between the Organizational Climate Index (OCI) and sub-
tests of the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ).
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Table 1
Significant Correlations: Hodgkinson Study
Kindness Loyalty Independence
Intimacy ***
Disengagement ** ** A*
Esprit *** *** ***
Hindrance
Thrust *** *** **
Consideration *** ***
Aloofness *
Production Emphasis ***
*p< .05
**p<.01
***»-. nm
Negative correlations underlined
***p<.001
Significant
Table 2
Correlations: Owens-Steinhof f Study
Supportiveness
Intimacy
Disengagement **
Esprit **
Hindrance *
Thrust **
Consideration **
Aloofness
Production Emphasis
*p<
. 05
**p<.01 Negative correlations underlined
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Relationships were measured by computing product moment correlations
between the eight OCDQ variables and eight OCI scores. After review-
ing the variable descriptions and items, the only OCI variable judged
to be similar to any ESES factor was Supportiveness (ESES Alienation)
.
The five significant relationships regarding this variable are depicted
in Table 2.
rfoy and Appleberry (1969) have investigated teacher-principal
relationships in schools characterized as humanistic or custodial. A
humanistic school was described as a place where students learn through
cooperative interaction; where self-discipline is substituted for
teacher control, where teachers promote flexibility in status and rules,
sensitivity to others, open communication, and self-determination. It
was not possible to liken this broad description to any isolated ESES
variable, even though a number of significant relationships were found
in correlative comparisons with the OCDQ subtests.
Another interesting set of findings is reported by Lieberman
(1969) as she related teacher style in the classroom to the leadership
mode of the principal. Principal leadership was measured by asking
teachers to respond to a questionnaire utilizing Gordon's task, author-
ity, and expressive dimensions. Pupils responded to questionnaire
items concerning similar components of teacher leadership style. In
this portion of the study, the only relationship discovered to be signi-
ficant was that of a weak positive relationship between principal
autnority and teacher authority in the classroom. In terms of the
present study, a possible parallel relationship to the authority dimen-
sion may exist between the principal behavior of Aloofness and the ESES
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environmental variable of Autonomy, scored negatively. In terms of
the present study, a possible inference is that a negative relation-
ship exists between the Aloofness of the principal and Autonomy in the
educational environment. Others (Lutjemeier, 1969; Guy, 1970; Hale,
1966) have attempted to relate variables of pupil behavior to features
of the organizational climate. These efforts have met with limited
success and as suggested by Lutjemeier (p. 2,295), "the social struc-
tures of these classrooms were apparently the products of some other
factor or factors."
The following set of hypotheses has been formulated by examin-
ing the preceding research for plausible relationships between vari-
ables of teacher-principal behavior and features of the educational
environment. Sources used in constructing each hypotheses are cited in
parentheses following each statement.
1. Relationships between components of the principal's behavior
and features of the educational environment.
H(t) There will be a significant negative relationship be-
tween the Thrust of the principal and Alienation in
the educational environment. (Owens/Steinhof f
)
H(t) 2 ^ There will be a significant negative relationship be-
tween the Aloofness of the principal and Humanism in
the educational environment. (Hoy and Appleberry)
HCt)^: There will be a significant positive relationship be-
tween the Thrust of the principal and Humanism in the
educational environment. (Hoy and Appleberry)
H(t)^: There will be a significant negative relationship be-
tween the Consideration of the principal and Alienation
in the educational environment. (Hodgkinson, Owens/
Steinhoff)
H(t)^: There will be a significant positive relationship be-
tween the Thrust of the principal and Alienation in the
educational environment. (Hodgkinson)
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H ( fc ) 6 • There will be a significant positive relationship be-
tween the Production Emphasis of the principal and
Morale in the educational environment. (Hodgkinson)
H(t)
7
: There will be a significant negative relationship be-
tween the Thrust of the principal and Autonomy in the
educational environment. (Hodgkinson)
H (t) q : There will be a significant negative relationship be-
tween Aloofness of the principal and Alienation in the
educational environment. (Hodgkinson)
H(t)g: There will be a significant positive relationship be-
tween the Consideration of the principal and Morale in
the educational environment. (Hodgkinson)
H(t)i 0 : There will be a significant positive relationship be-
tween the Thrust of the principal and Morale in the
educational environment. (Hodgkinson)
h(t)^-^: There will be a significant negative relationship be-
tween the Aloofness of the principal and Autonomy in
the educational environment. (Lieberman)
2. Relationships between components of the teacher's behavior and
features of the educational environment.
H(t)i 2 : There will be a significant negative relationship be-
tween the Esprit of the teachers and Alienation in the
educational environment. (Owens /Steinhof f)
H(t)i 3 : There will be a significant negative relationship be-
tween the Disengagement of the teachers and Humanism
in the educational environment. (Hoy and Appleberry)
H(t) 14 :
H(t) 15 :
H(t)i6 :
H(t) 17
There will be a significant positive relationship be-
tween the Esprit of the teachers and Humanism in the
educational environment. (Hoy and Appleberry)
There will be a significant negative relationship be-
tween the Intimacy of the teachers and Alienation in
the educational environment. (Hodgkinson)
There will be a significant positive relationship be-
tween the Disengagement of the teachers and Autonomy
in the educational environment. (Hodgkinson)
There will be a significant negative relationship be-
tween the Esprit of the teachers and Autonomy in the
educational environment. (Hodgkinson)
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H(t) lg : There will be a significant positive relationship be-tween the Disengagement of the teachers and Alienationin the educational environment. (Owens /Steinhoff
Hodgkinson)
H(t)
ig : There will be a significant positive relationship be-
tween the Hindrance of the teachers and Alienation in
the educational environment. (Owens /Steinhof f
)
H (t)
20 : There will be a significant positive relationship be-
tween the Esprit of the teachers and Morale in the
educational environment. (Hodgkinson)
H(t)
21
: There will be a significant negative relationship be-
tween the Disengagement of the teachers and Morale in
the educational environment. (Hodgkinson)
Pilot Study Formulation of Initial Hypotheses
In this section a second set of initial hypotheses will be
formulated by examination of data available from eight public elemen-
tary schools in a New Hampshire school system. Extensive on-site study
by teams of observers determined that the schools were different in
many significant ways and provided a reasonably heterogeneous sample
for pilot study purposes. Both the Organizational Climate Description
Questionnaire, Form IV, and the Elementary School Environment Survey,
Form I, were administered to appropriate faculty and student groups of
each school in the Winter of 1970. OCDQ subtest scores were obtained
for each school. Using Halpin's format, the subtest scores were com-
pared to a national sample and were reported as standard scores with a
mean of fifty and a standard deviation of ten. Thus, for each school
in the pilot sample, a score was available for each of the eight teacher
and principal variables.
Available ESES data included item analysis and environmental
33
press scores for each school. Since Sadker’s recent factor analysis
of ESES reassigned specific questionnaire items to different environ-
mental variables, it was necessary to regroup items into the new fac-
tors of alienation, humanism, autonomy, morale, opportunism, and re-
sources. The ultimate intent of this regrouping was to establish for
each school a percentage score for each of the new ESES factors. Three
problems were faced in this attempt. First, although the percentage
of true and false responses was provided for each school on each item
of the ESES (Form I)
,
there was no way to compare these percentages to
a normative sample. The ESES has yet to be subjected to such a norming
procedure. Second, six items included by Sadker in the ESES (Form II)
are slightly different in format from those originally developed by
Sinclair. Such differences apparently are intended to change the scor-
ing direction for the item. For example, item 31 on the ESES (Form I-B)
reads
:
Most students are interested in such things as poetry, music, or
painting. (Scored true)
This statement was changed in Sadker’s revision to read:
Most students are not interested in such things as poetry, music,
or painting. (Scored false) „6 (ESES, Form II, item 8)
Although such a change seems minor, recent research (Keochakian, 1970)
has raised doubts as to the validity of the procedure. A third problem
was that the ESES (Form II) contains eight totally new items, thus pilot
data is incomplete in this respect. Despite these problems, it was felt
that the available ESES (Form I) data would be useful for exploratory
purposes of the pilot study.
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Questionnaire items were grouped according to the new factors,
and percentage responses in the keyed direction were used to determine
for each school a mean percentage score on each factor. This informs-
tion is provided in Appendix C.
Relationships b etween OCDQ Subtests and ESES Variabl es. Mean
scores for pilot schools on the OCDQ subtests and ESES variables are
provided in Table 3. Relationships between OCDQ and ESES variables
were explored by obtaining Pearson product-moment, Spearman rho, and
Kendall tau correlation coefficients. The Nonparametric Statistical
System (NPAR) computer program, available through the Computer Institute
for Social Science Research, was used to obtain each correlation and
its respective probability level for a one-tailed test.
Initial hypotheses were generated by examining the correlation
matrices displayed in Appendix D since the essential purpose of the
pilot study was to outline plausible relationships, a liberal approach
to statistical significance was used to construct the present set of
initial hypotheses. Each correlation matrix described above was exam-
ined for possible relationships between educational environment vari-
ables and teacher—principal behavior. Any correlation whose probability
level was less than ten percent on at least one test was considered to
be indicative of a plausible relationship. The following initial hypoth-
eses were formulated in this manner.
1. Relationships between components of the principal's behavior and
features of the educational environment.
H ( p)
:
There will be a significant positive relationship be-
tween the Consideration of the principal and Resources
in the educational environment.
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Table 3
Pilot Study
Mean Variable Scores: ESES and OCDQ
1 2 3
Schc
4
>ol
5 6 7 8
Alienation 47.3 47.1 50.2 32.5 43.6 35.4 45.4 45.4
Human is ir. 49 .0 54.2 46.8 68.9 65.6 50.8 61.6 57.4
Autonomy 55.4 48.7 47.5 58.3 48.6 38.7 45.5 45.0
Morale 42.5 39.6 50.5 54.5 61.2 54.5 00 47.9
Opportunism 24.0 38.3 38.5 39.5 42.1 36.6 32.4 30.6
Resources 58.2 70.0 67.8 74.5 56.0 60.5 73.1 57.4
Disengagement 57.0 51.0 45.0 48.0 44.0 44.0 49.0 54.0
Hindrance 52.0 50.0 59.0 48.0 62.0 50.0 49.0 50.0
Esprit 51.0 50.0 51.0 50.0 53.0 49.0 58.0 47.0
Intimacy 57.0 49.0 50.0 48.0 57.0 49.0 52.0 51.0
Aloofness 50.0 56.0 51.0 56.0 48.0 56.0 56.0 49.0
Production
Emphasis
49.0 50.0 42.0 47.0 46.0 45.0 48.0 53.0
Thrust 41.0 49.0 41.0 48.0 31.0 45.0 57.0 38.0
Consideration 47.0 55.0 42.0 51.0 38.0 47.0 62.0 43.0
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H(P>
2
: There will be a significant positive relationship be-tween the Thrust of the principal and Resources in theeducational environment.
H(p)
3
: There will be a significant positive relationship be-tween the Aloofness of the principal and Resources Inthe educational environment.
H(p) 4 : There will be a significant negative relationship be-tween the Production Emphasis of the principal and
Opportunism in the educational environment.
H(p)
5
: There will be a significant negative relationship be-
tween the Consideration of the principal and Morale in
the educational environment.
H(pV There will be a significant negative relationship be-
tween the Production Emphasis of the principal and
Morale in the educational environment.
H(p)
7
: There will be a significant negative relationship be-
tween the Aloofness of the principal and Alienation in
the educational environment.
H(p)
8 : There will be a significant positive relationship be-
tween the Thrust of the principal and Morale in the
educational environment.
2. Relationships between components of the teacher's behavior and
features of the educational environment.
H(p)
g : There will be a significant negative relationship be-
tween the Intimacy of the teachers and Resources in the
educational environment.
K(p)l0 : There will be a significant negative relationship be-
tween the Disengagement of the teachers and Opportunism
in the educational environment.
H(p)u : There will be a significant positive relationship be-
tween the Hindrance of the teachers and Morale in the
educational environment.
H(P) 12 : There will be a significant negative relationship be-
tween the Disengagement of the teachers and Morale in
the educational environment.
H(p)
13 :
There will be a significant positive relationship be-
tween the Hindrance of the teachers and Alienation in
the educational environment.
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H (p) 14
: ”lere
"““V significant negative relationship be-ween the Hindrance of the teachers and Resources inthe educational environment
.
H(p)
15 : There will be a significant
tween the Hindrance of the
the educational environment
negative relationship be-
teachers and Humanism in
H(p)
16 : There will be a significant positive relationship be-
tween the Disengagement of the teachers and Alienationin the educational environment.
Selection end Statement of Hypotheses
for the Present Study
The purpose of this section is to select and state hypotheses
for the present study. Two sets of initial hypotheses have been gener-
ated. First, existing research was examined for plausible relationships;
then, results of a pilot study were analyzed. Two sets of hypotheses
were formulated, and were designated H(t)
1_ 21
and H(p)
1 . 16 , Figure 4
represents the procedure to be used to select priority hypotheses for
the present study.
Figure 4
Selection of Hypotheses
Initial hypotheses developed through theoretical base.
Initial hypotheses developed through pilot study.
H(t)nH(p): priority hypotheses for the present study.
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Priority hypotheses for the present study are those initial hypotheses
that were contained in both sets. They are:
H
1 [
H (
)
g
-
H (P)
7
1 : There will be a significant negative relation-
ship between the Aloofness of the principal
and Alienation in the educational environment.
H (t)lO ~ There will be a significant positive relation-
ship between the Thrust of the principal and
Morale in the educational environment.
^3 [H ^t) i8
= H(p)
-j^ ] : There will be a significant positive relation-
ship between the Disengagement of the teachers
and Alienation in the educational environment.
H^[H-(t) = H(p)
13 1
: There will be a significant positive relation-
ship between the Hindrance of the teachers and
Alienation in the educational environment.
H
5
[H(t)
21 =
H (p) 12 ]
: There will be a significant negative relation-
ship between the Disengagement of the teachers
and Morale in the educational environment.
A second group of plausible relationships can be selected by choosing
initial hypotheses from the pilot study for which no previous research
inferences were examined. The following initial hypotheses fulfill this
requirement
.
H
6
[H(p)
1
]:
H
?
[H(p>
2
]
:
H
8
[H(P)
3
]:
There will be a significant positive relationship
between the Consideration of the principal and
Resources in the educational environment.
There will be a significant positive relationship
between the Thrust of the principal and Resources
in the educational environment.
There will be a significant positive relationship
between the Aloofness of the principal and Resources
in the educational environment.
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h
9
[H(p)
9
]: WwLf negatl- relationship
in the educational environment.
There will be a significant negative relationship
etween the Production Emphasis of the principal andOpportunism in the educational environment.
There will be a significant negative relationship
between the Disengagement of the teachers and
Opportunism in the educational environment.
H13 [H(p) 15 ]: There will be a significant negative relationship
between the Hindrance of the teachers and Humanism
in the educational environment.
TWo additional relationships emerged with conflicting support-
tween the Hindrance of the teachers and Morale in the educational en-
vironment. This relationship, though receiving quantitative support
from the pilot study, received no support in Hodgkinson's study. The
second relationship of interest regards Consideration of the principal
and 'Morale in the educational environment. Examination of Hodgkinson's
findings revealed a significant positive relationship. The pilot study
results, however, reveal the reverse
,
a significant NEGATIVE relation-
ship. Although no hypotheses will be postulated in either of these two
instances, special attention will be given to these relationships in the
analysis of the data of the present study.
Other relationships . One of the goals of this study is to re-
ing evidence. The first of these, H (p) 11> regards the relationship be-
fine administrative theory by identifying additional plausible relation-
ships that bear on elementary schooling. Campbell and Stanley (1963,
p. 64) suggest that the absence of such correlations can rule out many
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hypotheses. Also, the approach taken here can "provide a preliminary
survey of hypotheses, and those which survive this can then be checked
through.
. . experimental manipulation." In addition, an important
part of the present study is to seek discriminating profiles of prin-
cipal behavior and teacher behavior in relation to various features of
the educational environment. Described further in Chapter IV, the in-
tent of this exploratory procedure is primarily to generate additional
hypotheses for future research of a more experimental nature.
CHAPTER III
RESEARCH PROCEDURES
The intent of this chapter is to describe the research method-
ology of the present study. Procedures for obtaining the sample of
thirty-six elementary schools will be outlined; also, a description
will be provided of the diverse demographic characteristics of the
sampled schools. Methods employed for collection of data will be pre-
sented. The final section of the chapter will describe the instruments
used
.
Sample
In the Fall of 1970, letters were prepared and sent to repre-
sentatives of approximately fifty Massachusetts elementary schools,
inviting their participation in the study. Each of the schools was a
member of the Network of Schools, a statewide consortium of schools in-
volved in collaborative activities with the University of Massachusetts.
(Membership in the network was determined in 1969 after a brochure was
mailed to approximately three thousand Massachusetts principals and
superintendents. At that time each principal was invited to submit an
informal proposal describing his school's activities. Replies were
received from nearly one hundred elementary and secondary schools across
the state. Essentially, these schools comprise the Network of Schools.
A further description of the network is included in Appendix E.) Returns
were received from representatives of thirty-five schools, with two
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declining to participate. Eight additional schools were obtained as
they informally indicated interest in the study. The following criteria
were developed to consider all schools for inclusion in the final sample.
1. It was necessary for each school to have a full-time principal.
2. It was desirable for the organisation of each school to include
a range of at least five grade levels.
The final sample consisted of thirty-six schools representing a wide
diversity of elementary education. These diverse characteristics in-
cluded a range of district per-pupil expenditure from $478 to $950, a
school enrollment spread from 225 to 860, and schools from city, sub-
urban, and rural municipalities. These and other demographic charac-
teristics are displayed in Table 4. While the sample is in no way to
be considered random, it is reasonable to believe that it is widely
representative.
Principals of participating schools were contacted by telephone
and arrangements were made for the collection of data. A date was
scheduled for administering the instruments to all fifth and sixth grade
pupils and the entire faculty of each school. Pupils were scheduled to
complete the ESES-II during the school day in groups usually no larger
than sixty. A faculty meeting was arranged for teachers to complete
the OCDQ
. About thirty minutes was needed for each administration of
these instruments.
A team of three graduate students was formed to collect data in
each of the selected schools . Two of these individuals had previously
been trained to administer the instruments in the pilot study. Even so,
SCHOOL
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two formal training sessions were held to assure that each member of
the team would administer the instruments in a uniform way. After
appropriate training, the following procedures were used in adminis-
tering the student questionnaire.
1. The researcher introduced himself to the student group, related
the general purpose of the questionnaire, and made sure that
each pupil had a questionnaire booklet, optical scanning sheet,
and a pencil
.
2. Pupils were asked to read the introductory section silently,
and to follow along as the researcher reviewed these directions
aloud
.
3. The researcher illustrated the procedure for marking the answer
sheet, and assisted the pupils in filling in the school number
and preliminary biographical information.
4. The researcher stressed to pupils that their names were not
being requested and that there was no time limit for completion
of the questionnaire. Pupils were encouraged to ask for help
with words they did not understand.
5. As each pupil finished, the researcher collected the question-
naire, informally checking the answer sheet to assure that all
items were completed and that the school number was clearly
marked
.
Procedures used for administering the teacher questionnaire were similar
to those above, with the exception of steps two and three. It was
assumed that teachers would not need as thorough instructions in marking
the answer sheet or understanding the directions. Also, teachers were
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Table 5
Comparison Between the Number of False Responses to ESES
Provided by Pupils Enrolled in School Less Than
One Year and One Year or Greater
Pupils Enrolled in School
Less than One Year
Pupils
One
Enrolled in School
Year or Greater
NUMBER OF
STUDENTS 422 3,683
MEAN NTTMBER
OF FALSE
RESPONSES 20.41 20.40
VARIANCE 15.52 14.36
t = .0524
p > .05
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permitted to leave when they had completed the instrument. Usable
data were received from 4,105 fifth and sixth grade pupils and 627
teachers in thirty-six elementary schools.
Previous elementary school environment studies have limited the
ESFS data to those pupils who have been enrolled in the school for at
least a year. To assist in making this decision for the present study,
pupil data was divided into two groups—those in attendance at the
school for less than one year and those enrolled for one year or longer.
Ihe total number of false responses was computed for each pupil, and
the significance of differences between the means of these two samples
was then tested by use of a Student's t. Displayed in Table 5, the re-
sults indicated no compelling reason for excluding from the present
analysis the perceptions of those pupils enrolled in the school for less
than a year. For this reason, the current investigation will include
the perceptions of all responding students, regardless of the length of
their enrollment in the school.
Instrumentation
Two questionnaires were used in gathering data. The educational
environment of sampled schools was measured by the most recent revision
of the Elementary School Environment Survey (ESES). Environment scores
were obtained along the dimensions of alienation, humanism, autonomy,
morale, opportunism, and resources. The Organizational Climate Descrip-
tion Questionnaire (OCDQ) was used to identify the teacher and principal
behavior in each school. The use of the OCDQ was limited to the scores
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on the eight subtests, which are entitled disengagement, hindrance,
esprit, intimacy, aloofness, production emphasis, thrust, and consider-
ation. Each of these instruments will be described in further detail
in the remainder of this section.
The Elementary School Environment Survey (ESES ')
. This instru-
ment was developed in its initial form in 1968 by Sinclair, who deter-
mined that similarities and diversities existed in the educational
^^^-i-^onments of sixteen California elementary schools. To administer
the instrument, two forms of the ESES were alternately distributed to
the pupils in each group being surveyed. The scoring procedure for
the instrument was first to determine the percentage of pupils in the
school responding true and the percentage responding false to each
item. If pupil responses indicated two to one consensus in the keyed
direction, a score of +1 was assigned as the school score on the item.
If the two to one consensus existed in the reverse direction, a score
of -1 was assigned. Items not receiving this consensus in either di-
rection were assigned a 0 value. By summing these values for items
in each dimension, school environment scores could be obtained along
the five variables of practicality, community, awareness, propriety,
and scholarship. Names for these dimensions coincided with those
developed by Pace for CUES.
Sadker recently conducted a factor analytic study of the ESES.
Two analyses were performed. One factor analysis concerned itself with
individual student responses. In the second analysis each school was
treated as an independent subject. For mathematical purposes the pro-
cedure for scoring items was changed so that percentage scores for an
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entire school on each item were recorded as an item score; also, fif-
teen of the forty items on both forms A and B were dropped before the
analyses were performed. A generalized Harris-Kaiser program was used
to perform an oblique axes analysis, in addition to an orthogonal axes
analysis of the verifax program. After his analysis, Sadker suggested
revisions of the original five environmental variables. The new fac-
tors were named alienation, humanism, morale, autonomy, opportunism,
and resources. The revised instrument contained forty-two items, in-
cluding eight that were newly created. Placement of the items within
each factor is provided in Appendix F. For purposes of the present
study, a table of random numbers was used to assign the items of the
revised ESES to the questionnaire for pupils. Marking instructions and
other introductory information were developed, answer sheets were ob-
tained, and pupil booklets were prepared. The completed pupil booklet
is included in Appendix G. An appraisal of the reading level of ESES
(II) was obtained by applying the Lorge Formula (1959) for estimating
difficulty of reading materials. After determining such elements as the
number of total words in the sentences, the number of prepositional
phrases, and the number of "hard" words in the questionnaire, a
Readibility Index of 4.47 was obtained. This number may be considered
an estimate of the grade level of the instrument, and indicates that
the material included in ESES (II) is within the reading comprehension
of average fourth-grade children. Lorge (p. 1) cautions that the
Readibility Index should not be considered definitive, "Nevertheless,
the Lorge Formula provides an overall estimate which should be useful
in grading materials."
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Three approaches were used in order to assess the validity of
the present form of the ESES. First, content validity was considered
by examining the reactions and comments of pupils regarding specific
items on the questionnaire. After administering the instrument in each
school, members of the data collection team reviewed problems and
questions which were evident. In the view of those who collected data,
the following items seemed to generate frequent and considerable mis-
understanding among pupils.
9. Many of the teachers go out of their way to help students.
24. Students do not get any special favors in this school.
29. Students that the principal and teachers know will have it
easier in this school.
36. Teachers seldom take their classes to the library so that
students can look up information.
A threat to content validity exists to the extent that misunderstandings
of the meanings of these items are shared by other pupils who completed
the ESES. An additional indication of the degree of content validity
of the ESES (II) is obtained by examining the history of its develop-
ment. Operating on Pace's (1967, pp. 17-18) assumption that the sub-
stance or content of the measure is representative of the environment
being considered, Sinclair (p. 48) showed that the items in the ESES
were representative of the characteristics of the defined environmental
variables. A systematic examination of the items of the present instru-
ment has revealed that these same requirements seem adequately fulfilled,
with the possible exception of the placement of the following item.
39. Most of the teachers in this school are unfriendly.
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The above item was placed in the environmental variable of Resources.
It may be more appropriately allied with the Morale factor.
The construct validity of ESES (II) was assessed by conducting
a factor analysis of the data obtained in the present study. As much
as possible, the current analysis employed the same factor analytic
procedures used by Sadker . Two problems were faced in this attempt.
First, the previous analysis involved two separate populations, those
students who completed form A of ESES (I), and those who completed
form B. These groups were considered by Sadker in separate factor
analyses, and the findings were combined to suggest the six new envi-
ronmental factors. The present factor analysis differs from Sadker'
s
in that data were obtained from a single population of students. A
second difference concerns the number of items included in the analy-
sis. In factor analytic studies, it is mathematically desirable to
have a sample which is more than twice the size of the instrument.
Since this was not possible in the current analysis, spuriously high
results nay have occurred in the factor loadings. As in Sadker' s study,
an orthogonal axes analysis of the verifax program was performed. The
factor matrix derived from this program served as input to a generalized
Harris -Kaiser oblique analysis. Factor loadings and communality values
were compared to corresponding results obtained by Sadker. These com-
parisons are displayed in Tables 6 and 7 . While the results are not
substantial enough to provide overwhelming support for the six environ-
mental factors suggested by Sadker, it is felt that there was suffi-
cient agreement between the two analyses to infer adequate construct
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validity. Additional validation of this sort seems warranted in future
studies specifically directed toward this purpose.
A third approach to validity taken in this study is the deter-
mination of the degree of relationship between a defined construct and
measures of other identifiable features of the sampled schools. Since
scores for each school are available for the Halpin-Croft OCDQ, rela-
tionships between ESES (II) variables and OCDQ variables may be con-
sidered in part to bear on the predictive validity of the ESES (II)
.
Since the body of the current study is concerned with just such rela-
tionships, they will not be reported at this stage.
On the basis of the preceding investigation concerning validity
of the ESES, Form II, the following adaptations were made for the anal-
ysis in the present study. First, because items 9, 24, 29 and 36 seemed
to cause misunderstanding on the part of pupil respondees, these items
will be excluded from the analysis. Second, on the basis of the low
communality level obtained (see Table 6), item 17 will be excluded.
In addition to these changes, it was determined that the constructs of
Morale and Resources would have more strength if item 39 was associated
with the Morale, rather than Resources variable.
According to Pace and Stern (1958, p. 272), it may not be appro-
priate to obtain conventional reliability estimates for instruments
such as ESES. As reported by Pace (1969, pp. 42-43),
The usual formulas for estimating reliability—test-retest, split-
halves, KR formulas, and so forth—are all based on the variance of
scores and are not applicable to estimating the reliability of a
score at a single school. . . (CUES scores) . . .are based on the
logic of consensus, not the logic of variance. Consensus is the
opposite of variance.
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TABLE 6
Comparison of Communalities*
ITEM I II
FA
III
3TOR
IV V VI
1
.87 (.84)
2
.78 (.64)
3 .83 (.56)
4
.82 (.73)
5 .63 (.60)
6
.84 (.86)
7 .72 (.72)
8
.75 (.57)
9
.62 (.63)
10
.77 (.57)
11
.70 (.83)
12
.60 (.51)
13
.83 (.65)
14
.76 (.84)
15
.76 (.75)
16
•81 (.75)
17
.64 (.38)
18
.68 (.74)
19
.72 (.74)
20 (NEW)
— (.46)
21 (1MEW) ” (-73)
22
.81 (.76)
23
.82 (.66)
24
.72 (.51)
25
.82 (.74)
26
.72 (.87)
27
.80 (.79)
28
.63 (.74)
29
.75 (.40)
30
.79 (.48)
31
.74 (.62)
32 (NEW)
- (.80)
33 (NEW)
-- (.55)
34 (NEW)
— (.82)
35 (NEW)
— (.66)
*Two communality values are reported for all items except those
newly created by Sadker. Values in parentheses are those obtained by
the present cross-validation.
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Table 6 (Continued)
ITEM I II
FAC1
III
’OR
IV V VI
36
37
38
39
40
41 (NEW)
42 (NEW)
.80 (.40)
.69 (.55)
.81 (.66)
.68 (.70)
.58 (.77)
" (-45)
" (.74)
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Table 7
Comparison of Factor Loadings*
ITEM I II
FA
III
CTOR
IV V VI
1 .96 (.86)
2
.85 (.73)
3 .76 (.63)
4 .66
5 .5^
6 .72 (.89)
7 .70 (.79)
8
.77 (.36)
9
.66 (.36)
10
.55 (.33)
11
.46
12
.42
13
.90 (.72)
14
.76 (.33)
15
.82 (-.65)
16
.57 (-.72)
17
.53 (-.49)
18
.50 (-.74)
19
.35 (-.41)
20 (NEW) —
21 (:STEW) — (-.78)
22
.78 (-.43)
23
.48
24
.43
25
.78 (-.77)
26
.58 (-.73)
27
-.55 (.35)
28
.42 (-.76)
29
.81
30 .78
31 -.37
32 (NEW) — (-.54)
33 (NEW) —
34 (NEW) —
35 (NEW) — (-.51)
*Where possible, two factor loadings are reported for each item.
Factor loadings in parentheses are those obtained by the present cross-
validation. Those items receiving less than .30 loading are not reported.
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Table 7 (Continued)
ITEM I II
FAC1
III
COR
IV V VI
36
37
38
39
40
41 (1
42 (1
JEW)
IEW)
-.76 (.43)
-.51 (.56)
-.40
-.37
-.35 (.72)
-- (.82)
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An estimate of the internal consistency of each factor was ob-
tained by correlating each item score within a factor with an average
score for the factor
. An average correlation was then computed for
each factor. This value represents the degree of relationship of the
items within a factor to the average score on the factor, and is taken
as an indication of factor homogeneity. Tables 8 and 9 present these
results
.
The Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire . This
instrument, developed in 1963 by Halpin and Croft, is comprised of
sixty-four items to which responses are given on a four point Likert
scale. By administering the instrument (see Appendix G) to all the
teachers in an elementary school, scores are computed along the eight
subtest dimensions. Individual teacher scores are averaged to derive
a school score for each variable; these school means are then converted
to normatively standardized scores by comparison with the national
sample. Finally, climate similarity scores are determined for each
school by comparisons of subtest loadings with six prototypic profiles
of open, autonomous, controlled, familiar, paternal and closed climates.
Validity studies of the OCDQ have seriously questioned the pro-
cedure used by Halpin to derive climate types. On the other hand, the
OCDQ subtest scores have received more favorable acceptance of the re-
search community. After conducting the most thorough validity study of
the OCDQ reported to date, Andrews (1965) wrote:
The evidence included a large number of significant relationships
with other variables, a tribute to the theoretical importance of
the concepts being measured and to the internal consistency of th<_
sub tests. These relationships persisted, though reduced in frequency
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Table 8
Product-Moment Correlations Between Factor Items
and Average Factor Score
ITEM I II
AVERAGE F
III
^CTOR SCOR
IV
E
V VI
1 .42
2
.46
3 .68
4
.71
5 .73
6 .83
7 .78
8
.75
10
.45
11
.69
12
.15
13
.70
14
.28
15
.71
16
.91
18
.76
19
.43
20
.70
21
.52
22
.65
23
.16
25
.88
26
.54
27
.77
28
.88
39
.62
30
.32
31 .18
32 .70
33 -.05
34 .38
35 .52
37 .37
38 .67
40 .43
41 .67
42 .44
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Table 9
Mean Correlation* Between
Factor Items and Factor Score
I II
FAC r
III
COR
IV V VI
MEAN CORRELATION
OF FACTOR ITEMS .68
.54
.71 .70
.37 .53
*To determine mean correlation values, each item
correlation reported in Table 8 was first con-
verted to its Z score equivalent. Z scores were
then averaged, with the result converted back to
its corresponding r score. The non-linearity of
correlation scores necessitated this procedure.
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and strength, even in the more halo-free cases. ... On thebasis of the present evidence, then, it is concluded
’ that the
subtests of the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaireprovide reasonably valid measures of important aspects of theleadership of the school principal in a perspective of interaction
with his staff.
Stansbury (1968) recently reported similar findings as he dis-
cussed a validation study of the OCDQ in one hundred thirty-nine Iowa
elementary schools. Using statistical procedures similar to those em-
ployed by Halpin, it was reported that questionnaire items grouped
themselves at least as well as they did in Helpin' s study, except for
the sub tests Thrust and Consideration. He also recommended that use
of the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire should be
limited to the eight subtest scores.
Numerous studies have supported the reliability of the OCDQ.
According to Hoy and Appleberry (1969, p. 78), Andrew's study provides
considerable support for both the validity and reliability of the instru-
ment. Brown's (1965) work further corroborates this viewpoint. Also,
an indication of the test-retest reliability of the instrument was ob-
tained as Wiggins (1969) compared the characteristics of leader behavior
and organizational climates in thirty-five Southern California schools.
Thirteen of these schools were retested after a period of eight months,
with the finding that replacement of the principal had no significant
effect upon the existing organizational climate.
Representatives of the Ontario Institute for Studies in Education
are closely scrutinizing the statistical procedures employed in the
development and refinement of the OCDQ; Andrew Hayes, University of
Georgia, is presently conducting extensive reanalysis of OCDQ data from
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over sixteen thousand teachers in nearly a thousand schools. Further
data concerning validity and reliability of the OCDQ will be available
upon completion of these important studies.
The OCDQ data for each of the sampled schools was transferred
from optical scanning answer sheets onto computer cards, mailed to the
Education Research Laboratory at the University of Georgia, scored and
returned. The eight subtest scores were identified for each school
and prepared for use in the current research.
The results of the ESES and OCDQ subtests were summarized in
terms of variable scores for each school. This information, and other
demographic data about each school, was transferred to computer cards
and prepared for analysis. Canonical correlation procedures were used
to investigate the over-all relationship between environmental and
teacher—pr inc ipal variables. Specific hypotheses for the study were
investigated by statistical examination of relationships between selected
environmental variables and features of teacher-principal behavior.
Because of the exploratory nature of the research, other plausible re-
lationships were sought. The next chapter describes this analysis.
CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA
This chapter describes the analysis and interpretation of data
obtained in the present study. After preparing the data for analysis,
the over-all relationship between the teacher-principal behaviors and
the educational environment of the sampled schools was examined through
the use of canonical correlation. Specific hypotheses for the present
study were then tested by obtaining product-moment correlations between
selected educational environment and teacher-principal variables. Next,
other plausible relationships were sought by further examination of the
correlation matrices. The chapter’s final section examines the teacher-
principal interaction in schools exhibiting a postulated ideal educa-
tional environment
.
Preparation of the Data
Environment variables . Student responses to the Elementary
School Environment Survey were transferred from optical scanning sheets
to computer cards. The percentage of keyed student responses was deter-
mined for each item, school by school. Items were then grouped accord-
ing to their subtest designation. Next, individual item scores within
each subtest grouping were averaged to obtain variable scores for each
school. This procedure provided a percentage score for all schools on
each environmental variable; thus, each variable score represents the
percentage of responding students who perceived their school's educational
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environment in the keyed direction. The six environmental scores for
each school are depicted in Table 10, in addition to means and standard
deviations for each variable. A frequency distribution of school scores
for each variable was prepared after converting each factor score into
standard score equivalents. These distributions are displayed in
Appendix H. All distributions appeared to approximate normal curves.
Principal and teacher variables
. Teacher responses to the
Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire were transferred to
computer cards and mailed to the University of Georgia Educational
Research Computer Center for scoring. Returned output for each school
included normatively standardized scores on the four principal variables
and four teacher variables. These school scores are presented in Table
11. Next, a frequency distribution of school scores for teacher and
principal variables was obtained by converting each factor score to its
standard score equivalent. These distributions, which approximated
normality, are presented in Appendix I.
Computer cards were punched for each school, including elemen-
tary environment variable scores and teacher-principal variable scores,
and prepared for further analysis.
Relationships Between Groups of Variables
The general relationship between educational environment vari-
ables and teacher-principal variables was tested by means of canonical
correlation. Canonical correlation expresses, in a single index, the
interrelationship between two sets of multiple variables. Other more
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Table 10
Educational Environment Scores
SCHOOL
NUMBER ALIENATION HUMANISM 1
Facto
AUTONOMY
r
MORALE 1 OPPORTUNISM RESOURCES
000 37.0 42.4 47.7 42.8 47.2 58.9
001 28.7 55.2 50.1 57.9 45.7 72.0
002 26.7 63.4 45.7 62.7 41.2 73.0
003 34.9 58.0 46.8 51.8 41.4 66.3
004 22.8 57.7 59.6 60.2 44.7 85.0
013 31.0 50.9 59.9 52.3 46.0 75.7
014 36.4 50.7 61.6 43.8 47.9 68.3
100 23.5 57.4 61.8 60.9 43.6 74.1
101 45.4 45.0 67.4 42.6 54.2 66 .
1
102 46.6 45.2 60.2 40.8 45.6 64.8
103 35.5 53.9 44.2 48.9 47.1 63.2
110 41.3 43.8 52.4 42.1
'
47.0 64.0
112 22.4 57.2 61.4 63.5 47.8 68.1
114 33.8 48.8 51.9 47.9 45.1 68.6
121 32.0 49.3 44.2 43.3 45.3 61.5
200 32.8 53.8 45.9 47.7 46 .
6
47.4
202 44.2 43.7 49.1 39.7 41.4 54.7
203 35.2 46.1 55.4 48.9 45.2 58.7
212 26.6 54.3 43.0 67.7 43.0 65.9
213 22.5 61.0 32.8 63.9 41.5
61.4
300 29.4 53.1 62.4 50.6 48.1
74.2
301 29.8 56.8 47.9 51.2 46.3
62.5
304 30.9 49.1 67.9 45.9 48.7
64.3
311 27.1 52.9 58.0 44.4 44.6
73.9
313 32.0 50.2 63.4 50.2
51.5 71.6
330 26.7 59.0 40.6 66.1
42.3 78.6
331 37.4 48.8 | 60.4 44.8 1
44.5 75.4
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Table 10 (Continued)
SCHOOL
NUMBER ALIENATION HUMANISM
Fac
AUTONOMY
tor
MORALE OPPORTUNISM RESOURCES
332 29.9 49.8 53.2 47.7 47.0 73.6
333 34.0 51.9 46.4 52.6 43.7 67.9
342 23.4 57.7 50.0 54.7 43.0 73.3
343 31.8 50.4 49.1 48.0 48.6 72.9
400 38.3 50.2 49.3 47.7 42.0 54.5
410 30.9 47.7 48.0 62.5 45.8 61.3
411 34.1 51.6 70.5 53.8 49.3 69.6
420 36.9 45.2 54.2 51.8 48.6 61.7
422 37.8 38.8 64.4 49.2 48.8 65.6
MEAN
SCORES 32.5 51.4 53.5 51.4 45.8 67.1
STANDARD
DEVIATIONS 6 .
3
1
5.6 8.7 7.7 3.0 7.5
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Table 11
Teacher-Principal Interaction Scores
SCHOOL
NUMBER
Te
DIS.
acher V
HIND.
ariabl
ESP.
es
INT.
Pr
ALOOF
.
incipa^
PRO.
. Variabl
THRUST
.es
CONS ID.
000 53 50 38 45 49 39 41 42
001 51 48 51 49 50 47 56 53
002 46 46 53 55 50 47 52 55
003 49 47 53 47 49 50 56 50
004 46 44 57 60 56 47 56 55
013 54 51 45 49 46 47 48 50
014 57 57 42 45 48 53 35 37
100 53 45 45 58 46 44 48 49
101 59 54 44 53 44 48 45 48
102 50 58 43 56 55 53 32 39
103 53 54 46 52 45 46 49 42
110 53 55 47 50 50 51 54 53
112 46 43 57 53 45 43 49 53
114 59 49 46 55 51 52 41 48
121 57 57 42 45 52 47 39 41
200 51 56 35 54 48 40 52 53
202 63 61 38 55 47 48 28 37
203 58 46 50 57 53 47 46 48
212 47 48 43 43 50 52 52 48
213 44 42 55 49 56 49 53 44
300 46 53 53 53 60 51 52 47
301 45 48 57 57 55 45 51 52
304 53 58 48 50 47 44 52 48
311 46 45 51 52 45 44 42 44
313 50 51 49 45 47 45 40
37
330 51 47 46 53 54 47 45
46
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Table 11 (Continued)
SCHOOL
Teacher Variables Principal Variables
NUMBER D1S . HIND. ESP. INT. ALOOF
.
PRO. THRUST CONS ID.
331 60 53 48 47 52 43 52 55
332 52 47 46 47 55 40 38 46
333 61 51 39 50 56 50 31 43
342 54 50 55 53 48 40 50 49
343 54 57 51 49 52 52 40 45
400 52 48 45 46 50 50 50 40
410 48 43 51 60 49 51 48 51
411 55 52 49 53 43 43 40 46
420 55 44 51 57 51 47 56 57
422 51 50 49 49 47 47 31 37
MEAN
SCORES 52.3 50.2 47.7 51.4 50.0 46.9 45.8 46.9
STANDARI)
DEVIATK)NS 4.9 5.0 5.6 4.6 4.0 3.9 7.9 5.7
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common multivariate techniques, such as multiple regression, assume a
single criterion variable and a multivariate set of predictors. Math-
ematically, the canonical correlation between two sets of measurements
is the maximum correlation between linear functions of the two sets of
variables. As expressed by Dunteman and Bailey (1967), "canonical cor-
relation involves finding the linear combination of one set of variables
and the linear combination of a second set of variables that will result
in a maximum correlation between the two linear functions." The BMD06M
Biomedical Computer Program (Dixon, 1965, pp. 207-214) was used to com-
pute three separate canonical correlations. First, the set of principal
variables (aloofness, production emphasis, thrust, consideration) was
correlated with the set of teacher variables (disengagement, hindrance,
esprit, intimacy). Second, the set of teacher variables was correlated
with the set of educational environment variables (alienation, humanism,
autonomy, morale, opportunism, and resources). Third, the set of prin-
cipal variables was correlated with the set of educational environment
variables. Coefficients, or weights, were determined for all variables
in each relationship. These weights produced the maximum possible cor-
relation between the two sets of variables under consideration. Early
investigators were primarily interested in deriving the maximum canonical
correlation corresponding to the best linear combination of the two sets
of variables under consideration. Cooley and Lohnes (1962, p. 37) note
that recent research has shown that other linear combinations may also
be of importance. Computationally, a "second best," third best, etc.
linear combination is determined, each possessing its associated canonical
correlation coefficient.
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The significance of each canonical correlation was tested
according to procedures outlined by Bartlett (1941, 1947) and described
by Cooley and Lohnes (p. 37). In general, with r roots removed,
Lambda was defined:
q
A = n (1 - A . ) , q < p,
i=r+l
where represents the latent root removed and p and q represent the
number of predictor and criterion variables, respectively. The follow-
ing x2 approximation was then used for the distribution of A with (p-r)
(q-r) degrees of freedom:
X
2 =
-[N - .5 (p + q + 1)] loge A
Tables 12, 13 and 14 summarize the results of the three canonical cor-
relations
.
Table 12
Canonical Correlation Between the Set of Principal
Variables and the Set of Teacher Variables:
X
2 Tests of Successive Latent Roots
ROOTS
REMOVED
LARGEST LATENT
ROOT REMAINING
CANONICAL
R A X 2 df P
0 \ ± = .360 .60 .412
27.9 16 <.05
1 X 2 = .336 .58 .643 13.9 9
>.10
2 \ 3 = .026 .16
.970 .95 4 >.10
3 X4 = .004 .06 .996
.13 1 >.10
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Table 13
Canonical Correlation Between the Set of Teacher
Variables and the Set of Educational Environment Variables:
X
2 Tests of Successive Latent Roots
ROOTS
REMOVED
LARGEST LATENT
ROOT REMAINING
CANONICAL
R A X2 df P
0 = .578 .76 .245 43.1 24 <.01
1 X 2 = .260 .51 .584 16.4 15 >.10
2 X 3 = .130 .36 .791 7.1 8 >.10
3 X4 = .0900 .30 .910 2.86 3 >.10
Table 14
Canonical Correlation Between the Set of Principal
Variables and the Set of Educational Environment Variables:
X
2 Tests of Successive Latent Roots
ROOTS
REMOVED
LARGEST LATENT
ROOT REMAINING
CANONICAL
R A X2 df P
0 XX = .372 .61 .325 34.3 24 <.10
1 X 2 = .260 .51 .517 20.1 15
>.10
2 X 3 « .240 .49 .700
10.9 8 >.10
3 X4 = .078 .28 .922 3.5
3 >.10
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The relationship between principal variables and teacher vari-
ables_. The maximum canonical correlation between the set of principal
variables and the set of teacher variables was
.60, which was significant
beyond the .05 level. Thus, there is at least one significant way in
which these two sets of variables are related. No further significant
combinations seemed to exist.
The contributions of individual variables to the significantly
related canonical variates is displayed in Table 15. The loadings re-
veal that principal behaviors of Thrust and Consideration provide the
major contribution to the relationship, while the primary teacher vari-
ables were Disengagement and Intimacy.
Table 15
Resulting Weights from Canonical Correlation of
Four Principal Behaviors with Four Teacher Behaviors
(R = .60, p < .05)
Principal Behavior Weights Teacher Behavior Weights
-1.53 Thrust .74 Disengagement
1.10 Consideration .53 Intimacy
-
.29 Aloofness -.30 Esprit
.16 Production Emphasis .02 Hindrance
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The relationship between teacher variables and educational
environment variables . The maximum canonical correlation between the
set of teacher variables and the set of educational environment vari-
ables was .76. This correlation, beyond the .01 level of significance,
indicates that these two sets of variables are related in at least one
highly significant way. No further significant combinations were ob-
tained .
The assignment of weights to each variable involved in the sig-
nificant canonical relationship is depicted in Table 16. Inspection of
this table reveals the importance of the teacher variables of Hindrance
and Disengagement, while the environmental features of Morale and
Alienation seem to be primary contributors to the canonical relationship.
Table 16
Resulting Weights from Canonical Correlation
of Four Teacher Behaviors with Six Educational
Environment Features
(R = .76, p < .01)
Teacher Behavior Weights Environmental Variable Weights
.78 Hindrance -.75 Morale
.35 Disengagement .48 Alienation
.02 Esprit .18 Humanism
-.005 Intimacy .09 Resources
.05 Opportunism
-.04 Autonomy
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Tfr.e relationship between principal variables and educational
gn
.
V
i
Vo .rtmen
t
.
yapiqbles
. The maximum canonical correlation between the
set of principal variables and the set of educational environment vari-
ables was .61. The chi square test of significance revealed that this
correlation was significant beyond the .10 level. At this level of
significance, there is at least one important way in which the two sets
of variables are related.
Examination of Table 17 reveals that the primary contributors
to the relationship were the principal behaviors of Thrust and Production
Emphasis and the educational environment variable of Alienation.
Table 17
Resulting Weights from Canonical Correlation
of Four Principal Behaviors with Six Educational
Environment Features
(R = .61, p < .10)
Principal Behavior Weights Environmental Variable Weights
-.99 Thrust 1.23 Alienation
.80 Production Emphasis .63 Morale
.58 Consideration .55 Resources
-.21 Aloofness -.48 Humanism
-.24 Opportunism
-.06 Autonomy
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Bivariate Relationships
Specific bivariate hypotheses, as developed in Chapter II, were
tested by obtaining the Pearson product-moment correlations between iso-
lated teacher-principal variables and selected educational environment
variables. In addition, analysis of the canonical correlations indi-
cated the several specific principal-teacher and educational environment
variables deserved special attention. Product-moment correlations be-
tween environment variables and teacher-principal variables were gener-
ated by use of the Nonparametric Statistical System (NPAR) computer
program, developed by the Computer Institute for Social Science Research.
The intercorrelations and their associated significance levels are pre-
sented in Table 18. The complete correlation matrix is reported in
Appendix J.
Testing of priority hypotheses . Five priority hypotheses for the
present investigation were developed after examining pertinent research
findings and data from a pilot study. These hypotheses, developed in
Chapter II, are restated below.
H^: There will be a significant negative relationship between
the Aloofness of the principal and Alienation in the educa-
tional environment
.
: There will be a significant positive relationship between
the Thrust of the principal and Morale in the educational
environment
.
H„: There will be a significant positive relationship between
the Disengagement of the teachers and Alienation in the
educational environment.
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H4* There will be a significant positive relationship between the
Hindrance of the teachers and Alienation in the educational
environment
.
H
5
: There will be a significant negative relationship between the
Disengagement of the teachers and Morale in the educational
environment
Pearson product-moment correlations and significance levels for each
priority hypothesis are highlighted in Table 19.
Table 19
Pearson Product-Moment Correlations
for Priority Hypotheses
Hypotheses
Hi h2 h 3 h4 «5
Pearson r -.14 .44 .58 .61 -.55
Significance
level p*
NS .005 .0002 .0001 .0004
*Two-tailed test. Significance levels p > . 10 are marked NS.
Four of the five hypotheses
,
H^, H^
,
H^) were highly significant. Of
particular interest were the extremely high correlations for all three
hypotheses involving teacher variables. Disengagement and Hindrance
behavior were both found to be highly related to Alienation in the educa-
tional environment, while Disengagement was found to be highly related
to Morale in the educational environment. A significant relationship
was also found between the Thrust of the principal and Morale in the
educational environment. Even though it is not possible to infer causal
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relationships from correlational findings such as these, it is felt that
the four significant findings reported above warrant special attention
in future research of a more experimental nature.
Testing of plausible hypotheses
. Eight additional hypotheses
were developed for the present investigation, derived solely from the
findings of the pilot study. Described in Chapter II, these plausible
hypotheses are restated below.
h
6 : There will be a significant positive relationship between
the Consideration of the principal and Resources in the
educational environment
.
: There will be a significant positive relationship between
the Thrust of the principal and Resources in the educational
environment
.
Hg : There will be a significant positive relationship between
the Aloofness of the principal and Resources in the educa-
tional environment.
Hg : There will be a significant negative relationship between
the Intimacy of the teachers and Resources in the education-
al environment
.
H
l0 :
There will be a significant negative relationship between the
Hindrance of the teachers and Resources in the educational
environment
H^ : There will be a significant negative relationship between the
Production Emphasis of the principal and Opportunism in the
educational environment.
H : There will be a significant negative relationship between the
Disengagement of the teachers and Opportunism in the educa-
tional environment.
H1q : There will be a significant negative relationship between
the
Hindrance of the teachers and Humanism in the educational
environment
.
Pearson product -moment correlations for these specific hypotheses are
highlighted in Table 20.
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Table 20
Pearson Product-Moment Correlations
for Plausible Hypotheses
Hypotheses
H
6
H
7
H
8
H
9
H
io Hu H..12 13
Pearson r .22 .10 .15 .05 -.26 -.12
.13 -.44
Significant
level p*
NS NS NS NS NS NS NS .005
*Two-tailed test; Significance levels p > .10 are marked NS.
The only significant finding regarded the negative relation between the
Hindrance of the teachers and Humanism in the educational environment.
It was of particular interest to note the lack of significant findings
for those hypotheses involving the environmental variable of Resources.
Even though the results of the pilot study provided -the basis for stat-
ing five plausible hypotheses between Resources and selected teacher-
principal variables, none attained significance in the present inquiry.
Bivariate relationships suggested by Canonical Variate Weights .
Canonical correlation analysis reported in a previous section revealed
that the variables of Thrust and Alienation supplied the highest contri-
bution to the canonical relationship between the principal's behavior
and the educational environment. It was consequently decided to examine
additional bivariate correlations, using first the principal behavior of
Thrust and then the environment variable of Alienation. This examination
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(see Table 18) revealed the following significant relationships between
teacher-principal and environmental variables. In addition to those al-
ready reported.
There was a significant (p = .007) negative relationship betweenthe Thrust of the principal and Alienation In the educational en-
vironment.
There was a significant (p - .001) positive relationship betweenthe Thrust of the principal and Humanism in the educational en-
vironment
.
There was a significant (p = .025) negative relationship between
the Consideration of the principal and Alienation in the education-
al environment
.
There was a significant (p = .001) negative relationship between
the Esprit of the teachers and Alienation in the educational en-
vironment
.
An examination of the canonical correlation between teacher
variables and environment variables revealed that Hindrance and Disen-
gagement were primary contributors to the relationship. A study of the
environmental variables (see Table 18) associated with these two teacher
behaviors revealed the following additional significant relationships.
There was a significant (p = .001) positive relationship between
the Disengagement of the teachers and Humanism in the educational
environment
.
There was a significant (p = .0001) negative relationship between
the Hindrance of the teachers and Morale in the educational en-
vironment
.
Other bivariate relationships . Further examination of the cor-
relation matrix (see Table 18) revealed six additional significant bi-
variate relationships between teacher-principal and educational environ-
ment variables
.
There was a significant (p = .026) negative relationship between the
Aloofness of the principal and Autonomy in the educational environ-
ment .
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Thera was a significant (p = .02) positive relationship between the
vi^onmen?
Principal and Humanism in the educational en-
There was a significant (p = .011) positive relationship between theConsideration of the principal and Morale in the educational en-
vironment
.
There was a significant (p = .004) positive relationship betweenthe Esprit of the teachers and Humanism in the educational environ-
ment .
There was a significant (p = .004) positive relationship between
the Esprit of the teachers and the Morale in the educational environ-
ment.
There was a significant (p - .005) positive relationship between the
Esprit of the teachers and Resources in the educational environment.
In all, a total of seventeen significant bivariate correlations
were obtained by computing the Pearson product-moment correlation be-
tween the teacher-principal variables and educational environment vari-
ables. The environment variables of Alienation, Humanism and Morale
were involved in fifteen of the seventeen relationships. Thrust and
Consideration behavior accounted for all but one of the seven significant
relationships involving the principal, while significant correlations
were obtained for all teacher variables except Intimacy.
Since correlational investigations are concerned only with the
degree of relation of two variables, it is not possible to suggest
cause and effect inferences from the bivariate findings reported above.
For example, the finding of a significantly high correlation between
Disengagement and Alienation does not enable us to conclude that the
Disengagement of the teachers causes students to perceive Alienation in
the educational environment. However, the correlational findings do
provide indications of useful starting points for experimental research
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into possible causal relationships. For school personnel, it should be
particularly useful to know that it is possible to examine school con-
ditions such as Alienation, Humanism, and Morale, and that these fea-
tures are highly related, in unique directions, to specific teacher and
principal behaviors such as Disengagement, Hindrance, Esprit and Thrust.
Relationships involving demographic features
. Several Pearson
product-moment correlations were obtained for relationships of addition-
al interest in the present investigation. It was felt that the explor-
atory nature of the present study would be buttressed by obtaining cor-
relations between components of the educational environment and such
demographic information as the school enrollment, per-pupil expenditure,
and the age of the principal. It was consequently decided to compute
correlations between these features and the educational environment and
teacher"principal variables. Inspection of the correlation matrix dis-
played in Appendix J revealed the following particularly interesting
relationships
.
The age of the principal was significantly related (p < .05) to the
Intimacy (-) of the teachers and Alienation (-)
,
Humanism (+)
,
Autonomy (-)
,
and Morale (+) (p < .10) in the educational environ-
ment .
The direction of this significant relationship is especially interest-
ing. It is not uncommon for people to place a premium on hiring younger
principals, expecting their energy and other characteristics to be
translated into vibrant educational programs. The correlations reported
above cast serious doubt on this practice.
The number of years the principal has been in education was signif-
icantly related (p < .05) to his Aloofness score (+) and to Aliena-
tion (-)
,
Humanism (+) , Autonomy (-)
,
and Morale (+) in the educa-
tional environment
.
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This finding regards the length of educational experience held by the
principal. The significant relation to Aloofness suggests that as the
principal gains in experience, he is perceived by his teachers as in-
creasingly concerned with protocol, policy-making, and maintenance of
institutional norms. As determined in the previous section, Aloofness
of the principal was significantly related to Autonomy and Opportunism
in the educational environment. A useful follow-up study would be to
examine more closely the interrelationship between the age of the prin-
cipal, his Aloofness behavior, and Autonomy and Opportunism in the educa-
tional environment.
The size of the school enrollment was significantly related (p < .10)
to Morale (-) in the educational environment.
This result should be viewed with some concern by those who are respon-
sible for decisions regarding the size of the enrollment of elementary
schools
. The findings suggest a fairly significant negative relation-
ship between a school's enrollment and morale in the environment. If
low Morale is the result of larger school enrollment, then decisions
concerning school size should be made with great care. An experimental
study to examine a possible causal relationship is especially warranted
in this instance.
Ideal Educational Environments
It was of interest in the present study to advance an ideal
educational environment for schools, to identify schools in the sample
which seemed to exhibit this profile, and to study the teacher-principal
interaction within such schools.
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To evolve a hypothetical ideal climate requires consideration
of the needs and motivations of those working and learning within the
school. A desirable educational environment would be one which would
be likely to foster the growth and development of its' students. The
environment postulated below represents a desirable direction toward
which elementary schools should strive.
Before defining the ideal environment, criteria were established
for such terms as high, moderate, or low scores. Given these criteria,
summarized in Table 21, an ideal educational environment was postulated
as follows
.
Alienation — A low score is desirable on this variable. It is
important that students feel involved in school affairs, and
that school norms are internalized in their academic and other
pursuits. Students must feel the sense of belonging and the
accompanying concern for students that is characteristic of
schools possessing a low alienation score.
Humanism — It is crucial that school environments possess a high
score on this factor. Reflective of a concern for the integrity
and value of the individual, schools must support and inspire
creativity in the personal acts of individual student expressions
characterized by this atmosphere.
Autonomy — A moderately high or high score is desirable for this
variable. It is important that educational environments support
and encourage student independence, and that students are af-
forded the opportunity to share in the responsibility for their
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o™ learning- It is likewise crucial that sufficient opportu-
nities exist for maturity to be developed through sufficient
interaction with teachers and other adults.
Morale — Representative of a friendly and cheerful school atmos-
phere, this environment has been described as a happy one in
which learners and teachers have a warm relationship. Students
should possess a positive attitude toward school, and practice
the cooperating behavior associated with such an attitude.
Also, it is important that good relationships exist between
students and teachers. For these reasons, a high score is de-
sirable on this factor.
Opportunism — Moderately low or low scores are desired on this
variable. Schools must not encourage pupil behavior which adapts
to expediency or circumstance. Nor should one gain social or
academic success by "knowing how to behave" with important or
influential people. We badly need schools which foster honesty
and straightforward behavior, unclouded by the entrepeneurial
activity and political maneuvering characteristic of higher
scores on this factor.
Resources — A desirable score for this variable is one which is
moderately high or high. It is important that schools offer a
variety of learning resources to their students, including the
availability and friendliness of the teachers. These resources
should, however, be derived from clearly examined goals and in-
structional purposes. While it is important that schools offer
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a variety of these learning resources, both human and material,
the quality of the educational environment is not necessarily
predicated upon such a single factor.
When the scores of the thirty-six schools in the sample were
examined, two were found to conform to the requirements of an ideal
educational environment. Schools 004 and 100 met the established
criteria. The environment scores for these two schools are displayed
in Figure 5, which also depicts the desirable range of scores for each
educational environment factor.
Figure 5
Variable Scores for Two Schools
Possessing an Ideal Educational Environment
ALIEN HUMAN AUTON MORALE OPPORT RESOURCES
Educational Environment Variable
Legend:
X - Scores for School 004
0 - Scores for School 100
- Range of scores for ideal environment
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Table 21
Criteria for Terms Used to Describe
An Ideal Educational Environment
Term
Range of
Standard
(z) Scores ALIEN
Ra
HUMAN
nge of
AUTON
Variable
MORALE
Scores
OPPORT RESOURCES
High Score:
Greater than +1 38.8 57.0 62.2 59.1 48.8 74.6
Moderate]
y
High Score:
Greater than 0 32.5 51.4 53.5 51.4 45.8 67.1
Moderate
Score: -1 to 26.2- 45.8- 44.8- 43.7- 42.8- 59.6-
Between +1 38.8 57.0 62.2 59.1 48.8 74.6
Moderately
Low Score:
Less than 0 32.5 51.4 53.5 51.4 45.8 67.1
Low Score:
Less than -1 26.2 45.8 44.8 43.7 42.8 59.6
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The teacher-principal interaction in the two schools was then compared
by placing their individual variable scores on a single graph. This
profile is displayed in Figure 6.
Figure 6
Comparison of Teacher-Principal
Interaction in Two Schools Possessing
an Ideal Educational Environment
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The similarity of the principal and teacher scores for these
two schools is striking. Close inspection of Figure 6 reveals that for
five of the eight teacher-principal variables, less than one standard
deviation separates the scores of the schools. These similarities add
visual support for the contention that a relationship exists between
desirable educational environments and selected components of teacher-
principal interaction.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter summarizes the findings of the present research.
Implications of the study are formulated as they pertain to those who
teach and administer in elementary schools. Implications are also
drawn for those responsible for training, hiring, and supervising ad-
ministrative personnel. Additional implications are described for
consideration in future investigations. Finally, a set of recommenda-
tions is provided for further research and school improvement.
Summary
One primary intent of the present study was to document the
relationship between the behavior of the school principal, his staff,
and the educational environment of selected elementary schools. The
overall relationship of these sets of variables was tested by means of
canonical correlations. As anticipated, a high degree of relationship
was discovered between the behavior of teachers and the educational en-
vironment. In addition, the set of principal variables was significant-
ly related to the set of teacher variables. Further, the behavior of
the school principal was found to be related to the set of environment
variables, though only at the p < .10 level of significance. Findings
of the canonical analysis provided sufficient evidence to warrant the
following conclusions:
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1
. The set of teacher variables was significantly related (p < .01)to the set of educational environment variables.
The set of principal variables was significantly related (p <
.05) to the set of teacher variables.
3 ’ ° f principal variables was significantly related (p <
.10) to the set of educational environment variables.
The above findings indicated that specific bivariate relation-
ships should be explored. Priority hypotheses for the present study
were also tested. All bivariate relationships were examined by the
computation of Pearson product-moment correlations. Inspection of the
resulting correlation matrix revealed seventeen significant relation-
ships between teacher principal variables and educational environment
variables. An examination of relationships involving demographic infor-
mation from each school yielded several additional significant correla-
tions
.
Major findings of the bivariate analysis are summarized as
follows
:
1. The principal behaviors of Thrust (p < .01) and Consideration
(p < .05) were related to Alienation (-)
,
Humanism (+) , and
Morale (+) in the educational environment.
2. The teacher behaviors of Disengagement and Hindrance were sig-
nificantly related (p < .01) to the educational environment
variables of Alienation (+)
,
Humanism (-)
,
and Morale (-) .
3. The teacher behavior of Esprit was significantly related (p <
.01) to Alienation (-)
,
Humanism (+)
,
Morale (+) > and Resources
(+) in the educational environment.
4. The age of the principal and the number of years he has been in
education were significantly related (p < .05) to Alienation
(-)
,
Humanism (+) , Autonomy (-) , and Morale [(+)p < .10] in the
educational environment.
5. The size of the school enrollment was significantly related (p
< .10) to Morale (-) in the educational environment.
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Another feature of the present investigation was the formulation of a
profile of an ideal educational environment. A desirable range of
scores was suggested for each educational environment variable; two of
the sampled schools were discovered to possess the necessary character-
istics. The teacher and principal behaviors for these schools were com-
pared by constructing a visual profile of variable scores. For five of
eight variables, less than one standard deviation separated the two
scores. With particular reference to the scores of each school princi-
pal, both had relatively low values for Production Emphasis and high
scores on Thrust and Consideration. Teacher variable scores for the
two ideal environments were uniformly low on Hindrance and high on
Intimacy
.
Implications of the Study
This section presents the implications of the present study on
the activities of teachers and principals. Implications are also drawn
for the training practices designed for school administrators. Finally,
implications for future research are discussed.
Implications for teachers . The findings of this investigation
document that several bivariate relationships exist between selected
components of teacher behavior and the educational environments of ele-
mentary schools. Specifically, the behaviors of Disengagement, Hindrance,
and Esprit were found to be of special importance. Let us examine each
of these teacher behaviors more closely.
First, Disengagement behavior refers to the teachers' tendency
to be "not with it," with respect to the task at hand. The teacher
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group is not involved, "not in gear," only "going through the motions."
This type of behavior was highly related to the environmental features
of Alienation (+) , Humanism (-) , and Morale (-) . That is, the more
disengaged the teacher, the higher the Alienation and the lower the
Humanism and Morale in the environment. Educators should be concerned
if pupils view their school as alienating, dehumanizing and lacking in
morale. Thus, if there is interest in developing desirable environments
for learning, we could begin by examining this particular feature of
teacher behavior.
Hindrance behavior was also found to be highly related to the
environmental variables of Alienation (+) , Humanism (-) , and Morale (-) .
Halpin describes this type of behavior in relation to specific activities
of the school principal. That is, Hindrance was characterized as the
teachers’ feeling "that they are burdened with routine duties, committee
demands, and other requirements. . . construed as unnecessary busy-work."
The findings reported here provide quantitative support for the use of
aides, clerks, and other paraprofessional personnel to assist teachers
in their work. In addition, educators should severely reduce the prac-
tice o f assigning teachers to such extra duties as supervising cafeterias
and playgrounds, collecting milk money, and the like. The present in-
vestigation has indicated that if teachers view these activities as un-
necessary busy work, undesirable learning environments may result.
A final component of teacher behavior warranting special refer-
ence at this time is Esprit. As expected, Esprit was highly related to
Alienation (-)
,
Humanism (+) , Morale (+) , and Resources (+) . The
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findings reported here corroborate Herzb erg's notion that the job en-
vironment should provide sufficient opportunities for employees to feel
task accomplishment and self-worth.
There are some educators (Herriott, 1960) who believe that the
effect of teacher activity on pupils is minimal. The findings of the
canonical analysis suggest, however, that there is a strong relationship
between teachers' behavior and the educational environment. Further,
specific relationships were discovered between selected components of
teacher behavior and features of the educational environment. Teachers
can do no less than be aware of the possible consequences of their ac-
tion suggested by these results.
Implications for school principals . This study bears directly
on at least two issues of utmost concern to school principals. First,
although educators have often felt that the school principal occupies
a crucial position in the institutional hierarchy, the relation between
particular components of his behavior and specific features of the ed-
ucational environment has been relatively unknown. In this respect, the
present investigation documents several significant relationships chat
should be of interest to the school principal. Of specific import is
the principal behavior of Thrust, which was shown to be highly related
to selected features of the educational environment. Thrust behavior,
though task oriented, is marked also by considerate human relationships
with teachers. This behavior is not marked by close supervision,
but
by the principal's attempt to motivate the teachers through
the example
which he personally sets. Research findings of the present
study indicate
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that principals should develop a balance between the press for task
achievement and the fostering of cordiai sociai relationships
.
Another important implication of the present research regards
the principal’s responsibility for assessing educational effectiveness.
A myriad of testing efforts are currently employed to measure the
achievement of pupils. Objective testing also marks the extent to
which academic goals are being met by the school's educational program.
The features of the educational environment measured in this study are
of equal importance. That is, the principal should maintain just as
careful a perspective of the internal state of the school organization
as that of output and achievement. Measures of achievement may be
viewed as symptomatic data; measures of environmental press may serve
as indicators of the illness. An especially important feature of the
environmental assessment used in this investigation is that the clients
the pupils
—
provided the environmental data. A crucial perspective is
gained when the observations of the students are included in measuring
educational effectiveness.
Reference was made in Chapter I of the principal's role as a
key agent in fostering educational change and school improvement. The
findings of the present investigation could play a central role as
planned change efforts are designed and carried out in schools. The
ESES and OCDQ could be used to obtain continual feedback from students
and teachers regarding the condition of the organization. Given such
information, schools could decide on new educational priorities and
drop or improve ineffective programs. These efforts could aid the
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principal in replacing seat-of-the-pants change efforts with the logic
of disciplined inquiry.
Implications for training school administrators
. In the midst
of recent charges of educational crisis, the school principal has
emerged bearing the brunt of critics from within and skeptics from
without. As the designated school leader, he is frequently the last
to hear of teacher, student, or parent concerns. While there are no
simple solutions for the problems school administrators confront, re-
sults of the present research should enable principals to understand
more completely the parameters of their influence.
It is urgent that graduate school training in school adminis-
tration include courses and units about such issues as educational en-
vironment and school climate. Further, programs of study should provide
extensive opportunities for aspiring administrators to examine their own
leader behavior in various situations and explore the consequential re-
sults indicated by the present research. It is particularly important
that the results of this study influence the shape of in-service pro-
grams for educational administrators. It is not enough to send school
principals off once or twice a year to state or national conventions.
Indeed, such activities rarely succeed in improving administrative be-
havior. Meaningful in-service training must include extensive practice
in improving the leadership and decision-making skills of principals.
It is crucial that such training offers a framework for administrators
to examine the consequences of their actions. This study has providea
one such framework.
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Implications for future research
. As Campbell and Stanley
suggest (p. 64), the determination of correlational relationships be-
tween selected phenomena is a useful prelude to experimental research.
The many significant relationships discovered in the present study
should consequently be used in further research of a more experimental
nature. It is hoped, for example, that research could be designed to
test causal relationships between components of teacher-principal inter-
action and the educational environment. While selection of hypotheses
for such experimental study is primarily the task of future researchers,
it would be useful to begin with specific findings of the present inves-
tigation. In particular, the significant relationships discovered for
the four priority hypotheses should be examined through an experimental
study. The inclination of the present researcher is to consider specif-
ic teacher-principal behaviors as dependent variables, and environment
features as independent variables. The following hypotheses are sug-
gested for future experimental research.
1. There will be a significant, positive, causal relation between
the Thrust of the principal and Morale in the educational en-
vironment .
2. There will be a significant, positive, causal relation between
the Disengagement of teachers and Alienation in the educational
environment
.
3. There will be a significant, positive, causal relation between
the Hindrance of teachers and Alienation in the educational en-
vironment .
4. There will be a significant, negative, causal relation between
the Disengagement of teachers and Morale in the educational en-
vironment .
The present investigation has demonstrated the utility of the
technique of canonical correlation. In modern educational research, it
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is often difficult to isolate single dependent variables. Frequently
a wiser approach would be to examine relationships between sets of
multiple variables. Canonical correlation provides a useful statistical
tool for this type of research. Also, through continued use of the
technique, methods should evolve to both use and interpret results more
adequately. One particular implication for future research deserves
special note. As may be recalled from Chapter IV, three different
canonical correlations were obtained:
1. The relationship between the set of principal variables and the
set of teacher variables.
2. The relationship between the set of teacher variables and the
set of educational environment variables.
3. The relationship between the set of principal variables and the
set of educational environment variables.
In analysing these results, it would have been desirable to obtain a
measure of the relationship between principal variables and educational
environment variables, having removed the effect of the teacher variables.
In the case of three isolated variables (X, Y, Z) , this problem is easily
resolved through the use of partial correlations. That is, the relation
between X and Z can be determined, after removing the effect of Y . It
was not clear whether a similar technique could be employed with canon-
ical correlations. A study of recent developments regarding this prob-
lem revealed that no parallel technique was available for use with ca-
nonical correlations. Additional research on this problem could begin
by extending and refining the procedures described recently by McDonald
(1968, p. 351), who developed a generalized approach for obtaining
weighted linear combinations of variables. These efforts are urgently
98
needed, especially since canonical correlation is likely to be increas-
ingly useful in future educational research.
Another important consideration for additional research regards
the stability and change of educational environments. The present in-
vestigation has provided a measure of the environment at a single, iso-
lated point in time. It is likely that environmental features will vary
somewhat from hour to hour, day to day, and year to year. Considerable
more research is needed to determine the influence of these environmen-
tal fluctuations on both cognitive and affective areas of student growth
and development. Are there times when environments tend to stabilize?
Do different environments require different change strategies? A mul-
titude of similar questions are of concern to those interested in im-
proving the educational environment of schools.
Recommendations
The following set of recommendations is provided to both guide
the efforts of future research and contribute to the improvement of
educational programs
.
1 An important next step in this research is to examine cause-and-
effect relations between specific facets of the elementary prin-
cipal’s behavior and selected components of the educational en-
vironment. For example, a study could be developed to experi-
mentally manipulate the principal variable of Thrust. By con-
sidering the environmental concerns of Alienation, Humanism, and
Morale as independent variables, a pretest-post-test control
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group design could be utilized to examine causal hypotheses.
2. A study should be conducted of psychometric properties of the
Elementary School Environment Survey. Such a study could per-
form an item analysis using both the student and school as the
experimental unit, examine the effect of slight word changes
in certain items, and consider the entire issue of reliability
of the subtests included in the instrument. Additional factor
analysis is also warranted as an important phase of continuing
research on the ESES.
3. Procedures should be developed to obtain ESES perceptions of
those pupils enrolled in grades lower than five and six. The
history of elementary school environment research is that per-
ceptions of all fifth and sixth graders are used as the basis
for deriving school environment scores. Additional methods
should be explored in an attempt to obtain viewpoints more rep-
resentative of the total student population. Research could be
designed to compare questionnaire methods of gathering data with
interview techniques and to determine the appropriateness of de-
fining the school’s student sample by random selection procedures.
4. Educational environment research is urgently needed at the
secondary school level. Such phenomena as Alienation, Humanism,
and Morale are critical in the survival of some high school
programs. Thus, an important extension of the present investi-
gation would be to examine the influence of the secondary school
principal and his staff in relation to selected features of ed-
ucational environment.
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5. Those who plan to use the OCDQ as a research instrument should
be aware of its shortcomings as well as its strengths. Since
several studies have questioned the validity of the OCDQ as a
measure of the "climate" of schools, it is recommended that use
of the instrument be confined to the subtest scores. The pre-
sent research has shown that the subtests do indeed provide a
useful framework for the study of teacher-principal interaction.
6. Colleges, universities, and others responsible for the training
of educational administrators should include the study of educa-
tional environments and organizational climates as part of their
curricular offerings. It is particularly important that school
administrators have experiences in examining the possible effect
of their behavior on educational environments. Also, the tools
of the present research could be readily adapted by principals
as they guide evaluations and assessments of the effectiveness
of educational programs
.
7.
As schools implement curricular changes and other innovations,
careful determination of varying effects on educational envi-
ronments seems necessary. For example, in a recent call for
curriculum change, Sinclair (1970) proposed that educational
programs be systematically formed in four curriculum segments
(independent skills, individual inquiry, group awareness, and
personalized continuum) . Each of these segments is likely to
possess unique environmental determinants. It will be impor-
tant to maintain a perspective of environmental conditions
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throughout the adoption and implementation of these and other
attempts at educational change.
School leaders must more clearly comprehend the nature of their
influence on the growth of the children they serve. Only then will it
be possible to alter climates which discourage learning and build and
maintain creative and stimulating educational environments for elemen-
tary youth.
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DESCRIPTION OF TEACHER-PRINCIPAL INTERACTION VARIABLES
Teacher's Behavior
I. Disengagement refers to the teachers’ tendency to be "not with
it." This dimension describes a group which is "going through
the motions, a group that is "not in gear" with respect to
tne task at hand. It corresponds to the more general concept
of anomie as first described by Durkheim. In short, this sub-
test focusses upon the teachers' behavior in a task-oriented
situation.
II. Hindrance refers to the teachers’ feeling that the principal
burdens them with routine duties, committee demands, and other
requirements which the teachers construe as unnecessary busy
work. The teachers perceive that the principal is hindering
rather than facilitating their work.
III. Esprit refers to "morale." The teachers feel that their social
needs are being satisfied, and that they are, at the same time,
enjoying a sense of accomplishment in their job.
IV. Intimacy refers to the teachers’ enjoyment of friendly social
relations with each other. This dimension describes a social-
needs satisfaction which is not necessarily associated with
task-accomplishment
.
Principal's Behavior
V. Aloofness refers to behavior by the principal which is charac-
terized as formal and impersonal. He "goes by the book" and
prefers to be guided by rules and policies rather than to
deal with the teachers in an informal, face-to-face situation.
His behavior, in brief, is universalis tic rather than partic-
ularistic; nomothetic rather than idiosyncratic. To maintain
this style, he keeps himself—at least, "emotionally"—at a
distance from his staff.
VI. Production Emphasis refers to behavior by the principal which
is characterized by close supervision of the staff. He is
highly directive, and plays the role of a "straw boss." His
communication tends to go in only one direction, and he is
not sensitive to feedback from the staff.
109
VII.
VIII.
^hr us
t
refers to behavior by the principal which is charac-
za^o'n « ^
eff° rt ^ trylng t0 'W the °rgani-tio . Thrust behavior is marked not by close supervi-ion, but by the principal's attempt to motivate the teachersthrough the example which he personally sets. Apparently
ecause he does not ask the teachers to give of themselves
any more than he willingly gives of himself, his behaviorthough starkely task-oriented, is nonetheless viewed favor-
ably by the teachers.
Consideration refers to behavior by the principal which is
characterized by an inclination to treat the teachers
humanly
,
to try to do a little something extra for them
in human terms. (Halpin, 1963, pp. 29, 32)
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DESCRIPTION OF EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT VARIABLES
I
. Alienation
A high score on this factor demonstrates a feeling of estrange-
ment in the environment. This feeling of alienation could in fact lead
to destructive acts perpetrated against the school itself.
Environments which score low on this factor reflect the presence
of a student body which feels involved in school affairs. A sense of
belonging is emphasized in this environment, and this sense of belonging
is complemented by a concern for students. Students demonstrate their
involvement by internalizing school norms in such areas as academic pur-
suits and obedience to school rules and regulations. The atmosphere is
congenial and there is a cohesiveness and a sense of togetherness in
this climate.
In conclusion, this factor, then, encompasses environmental
characteristics such as the presence or lack of cohesion, concern, and
a sense of involvement.
II. Humanism
The items in this factor reflect a concern for the value of the
individual. It is a supportive climate that is marked by courtesy.
In addition, this value placed on the individual is carried over
to his personal acts of expression, specifically aesthetic expression.
This climate demonstrates a concern for creativity, and it is supportive
of poetry, music, painting and theatre.
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A school characterized by this atmosphere is concerned with the
integrity of the individual and a respect for his cultural and aesthetic
expressions
.
III
. Autonomy
A high score on this factor suggests an environment which sup-
ports and encourages student independence. This climate suggests stu-
dent initiative as well as autonomy. Emphasis on procedures and super-
vision are minimized. Self-direction rather than the obedience to rules
of protocol is important. Individual differences, both in opinion and
academic interests, are stressed. Another aspect of this environment is
that the lines of communication between learners and teachers are open
and candid.
This environment affords the student the opportunity to share
in the responsibility for his own learning.
IV . Morale
The statements in this factor relate to student attitude towards
the school. A high score on this factor indicates a friendly and cheer-
ful school environment. This environment may be described as a happy
one in which learners and teachers have a warm relationship.
A low score on this factor indicates a negative student attitude
towards the school, and suggests poor relations between learners and
teachers as well as disruptive student behavior.
This factor is concerned with student attitudes toward school,
and the cooperating behavior which relates to such attitudes.
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V . Opportunism
The items in this factor reflect an environment which is charac-
terized by behavior which adapts to expediency or circumstance. A high
score on this factor suggests a climate in which one gains social capital
and academic status be behaving in an appropriate manner with important
and powerful people. Informal political procedures and the importance
of personal relationships are emphasized.
This environment seems to be categorized by entrepreneurial
behavior and political maneuvering.
VI . Resources
The items in this factor reflect the number of optional learning
opportunities available to and initiated for the students. The emphasis
here is on the availability of in-class as well as extra-class resources.
Included in this category are such resources as written materials, field
trips, television, exhibits and music. The availability of friendliness
of the teacher as a supporting service for learning is also included in
this dimension. Schools which score high on this factor offer a variety
of learning opportunities to learners. (Sadker, 1971)
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ESES SCORES* FOR PILOT STUDY
Keyed Scores - Alienation Items
SCHOOL A16 All A18 A34 A39 B21 B22 AVE.
1 51.8 51.8 81.5 55.6 29.6 28.0 32.0 47.3
2 60.9 43.5 69.6 52.2 43.5 35.0 25.0 47.1
3 85.7 73.6 71.4 32.1 42.9 23.1 23.1 50.2
4 90.9 18.2 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.2 32.5
5 80.0 80.0 100.0 30.0 10.0 13.3 26.7 43.6
6 23.8 65.8 89.5 23.7 18.4 2.4 33.8 35.4
7 73.7 47.4 92.1 44.7 28.9 10.2 20.5 45.4
8 79.7 60.2 83.1 29.7 25.4 18.7 20.6 45.4
Keyed Scores - Humanism Items
SCHOOL A19 A29 B3 B8 B18 B19 B31 AVE.
1 51.9 37.0 72.0 48.0 64.0 24.0 45.8 49.0
2 60.9 43.5 65.0 50.0 55.0 45.0 60.0 54.2
3 53.6 39.3 84.6 57.7 38.5 26.9 26.9 46.8
4 45.5 54.5 90.9 81.8 63.6 54.5 90.9 68.9
5 90.0 70.0 73.3 20.0 80.0 40.0 86.7 65.6
6 47.4 44.7 83.3 52.4 75.0 31.0 21.4 50.8
7 50.0 50.0 89.3 51.3 69.2 28.2 92.3 61.6
8 55.1 50.0 84.1 46.7 64.2 33.6 67.3 ! 57.4
*Reported scores represent the percentage of students responding
in the keyed direction. Item numbers are from Form A and Form B of ESES-I.
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Keyed Scores - Autonomy Items
SCHOOL A1 A3 A33 A36 A37 AVE.
1 77.8 44.4 40.7 51.8 63.0 55.4
2 69.6 21.7 39.1 47.8 65.2 48.7
3 75.0 50.0 39.3 37.0 35.7 47.5
4 90.9 27.3 54.5 72.7 45.5 58.3
5 80.0 60.0 40.0 33.3 30.0 48.6
6 57.9 56.7 39.5 21.1 18.4 38.7
7 50.0 52.6 44.7 45.9 34.2 45.5
8 61.0 34.8 43.2 43.2 43.6 45.0
Keyed Scores - Morale Items
SCHOOL A22 A23 A40 B1 B2 B5 B24 AVE.
1 25.9 48.1 59.3 24.0 44.0 32.0 64.0 42.5
2 4.4 65.2 47.8 55.0 15.0 15.0 75.0 39.6
3 29.6 60.7 78.6 30.8 46.2 34.6 73.1 50.5
4 27.3 54.5 72.7 63.6 45.5 72.7 45.5 54.5
5 30.0 100.0 77.8 66.7 33.3 46.7 73.7 61.2
6 44.7 78.9 65.8 52.4 38.1 35.7 65.0 54.5
7 31.6 63.2 65.8 48.7 10.3 33.3 82.1 47.8
8 32.2 66.1 61.5 37.4 49.5 34.6 54.2 47.9
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Keyed Scores - Opportunism Items
SCHOOL BIO B12 B13 AVE.
1 36.0 8.0 28.0 24.0
2 40.0 30.0 45.0 38.3
3 34.6 34.6 46.1 38.5
4 90.9 18.2 9.1 39.5
5 40.0 66.7 20.0 42.1
6 52.4 26.2 31.0 36.6
7 41.0 28.2 28.2 32.4
8 30.2 27.1 34.6 30.6
Keyed Scores - Resources Items
SCHOOL B17 B25 B26 B36 B39 AVE.
1 76.0 48.0 54.2 40.0 72.0 58.2
2 65.0 70.0 75.0 65.0 75.0 70.0
3 84.6 57.7 69.2 65.4 61.5 67.8
4 90.9 90.9 54.5 54.5 81.8 74.5
5 86.7 46.7 73.3 26.7 46.7 56.0
6 76.2 52.4 73.8 45.2 54.8 60.5
7 94.1 87.2 76.9 33.3 74.4 73.1
8 79.2 15.1 53.8 52.3 85.9 57.4
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DESCRIPTION OF THE NETWORK OF INNOVATIVE SCHOOLS*
The idea for the Network of Innovative Schools was born some-
where between California, Colorado, and Amherst, Massachusetts in the
summer of 1968. Its general goal is to improve education in the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts by planning, implementing, and evaluating educa-
tional innovations. By the fall of 1969, the Center for the Study of
Educational Innovations has finalized the concept of the Network, re-
cruited a core staff of fifteen Center Associates to implement the pro-
gram, and taken the first step toward realizing its objectives.
Conceptually
,
the Network builds on previous experiments in
educational change in several important ways. Membership is limited to
single schools in Massachusetts. Participation was solicited from all
sectors of the education community
—
public, private and parochial;
elementary, intermediate and secondary schools—with the belief that
collaboration among these sectors is essential to renewed progress in
education. Because of his key role in the day-to-day activities of the
school, the initial communication was targeted to the principal, with
simultaneous information to his superintendent. Finally, commitment
from participating schools has been gained on the merits of the Network's
potential for improving schooling rather than because of available money.
A brochure describing the Network was mailed to approximately
3,000 Massachusetts principals and superintendents. Each principal was
*Prepared by Network staff for 1970 meeting of the American
Educational Research Association.
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invited to submit an informal proposal describing his school’s activi-
ties relative to participation in the Network. Replies were received
from nearly one hundred single schools across the state.
Selection of a manageable number of schools to form the nucleus
of the Network was a formidable task. Several methods were proposed
and rejected; there were so many appealing proposals that eight networks
which fulfilled the objectives could have been chosen. We wanted to
maximize the mix of the core group to include schools representing many
points on such dimensions as innovative/non-innovative, public/private/
parochial
,
urban /suburban/ rural
, elementary/intermediate/secondary
,
wealthy/poor. The method decided on involved random selection within
twelve predetermined categories incorporating the above dimensions.
Given the nature of the information in the proposals, no reliable index
of innovativeness could be constructed, instead we relied on the other
dimensions to provide balance on innovativeness /non-innovativeness
. A
decision was made to select twelve schools as Network Associates, each
of which would be assigned a CSEI consultant. The remaining schools
were designated Network Affiliates. This larger group, drawing its co-
hesion from collaboration with each other, would not have continuing
personal assistance from CSEI consultants.
To implement the selection of twelve Associate schools, all ini-
tial respondents were invited to a conference held at Framingham State
College on January 21, 1970. Despite a day marked by snow and zero
temperatures, over two hundred people attended. After an elaboration of
the Network and an explanation of the selection process, the schools had
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an opportunity to change their category, drop out of the drawing for the
twelve associate positions, or withdraw completely. The actual selection
was carried out in their presence, followed by a discussion of next steps
for finalizing the relationship among the schools and CSEI.
Affiliate and Associate schools are currently in the process of
obtaining school board endorsement of their participation in the Network.
To date, half of the Associate schools have obtained this endorsement,
while replies from Affiliates indicate the final group will number about
sixty. CSEI staff members are meeting with boards and school committees
to further explain the nature of the required commitment. Generally, we
are asking each school board to agree to the following guidelines: a
simplified procedure for departing from district policy in case the inno-
vative activities in the school require such departure; release time for
school personnel to participate in such activities as workshops, confer-
ences, consultations, and observations in Network schools; cost sharing
between the school and the Center for the Study of Educational Innovations
based on the nature of the work done in the school and the availability
of outside funding; participation in mutually agreeable research activi-
ties .
The staff of the Center for the Study of Educational Innovations
has identified four action components for the Network. They are:
Service: This component establishes those activities and procedures
that provide services to Network schools. As needs are mutually
identified by the schools and the CSEI staff, activities will be
designed to meet them. Anticipated assistance includes consultant
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activities, sharing of information through newsletters and
other informal means, participation in awareness sessions, and
workshops on innovations
.
Social Systems Development : Activities are planned that will foster
collaboration through the creation of a social system. A vital
element of the design calls for a continuous laboratory program
aimed at preparing educators to plan change and work together to
reach their objectives.
Diffusion and External Relations ; An important factor of a systems
approach to change includes the interrelationship between the
internal and external forces of the system. Specifically, mech-
anisms will be established to enable Network schools to diffuse
their findings to other educators and the public. Also, care
will be taken to assure that the schools are receptive to inputs
from persons external to the Network.
Research : In addition to the over-all design for development of a
social system, Network participants will collaborate in mutually
agreeable research activities relevant to local interests as
well as to concerns of educators across the country.
The future development of the Network of Innovative Schools is
best understood through analogy. Just as a family gradually becomes a
social system of equals, with children maturing and structural roles
yielding to shared decision-making, the role of the Center as initiator
is designed to diminish over time. Because each member school differs
in receptivity to change at any given moment, the combined effect of
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consulting with experts and cooperating with peers should result in
members reaching the stage of having institutionalized change at differ-
ing times. Helping each move from a ’’dependent" status to an "indepen-
dent" status is a prime responsibility of the Center. Reaching the ob-
jective of a cooperating social system is dependent upon shared experi-
ences. The Center will facilitate such evolution through disseminating
information, holding awareness sessions, and conducting a continuing
seminar on change.
The initial phase of the Network is designed to last approximate-
ly two to five years, with all Associate schools maintaining their mem-
bership and with gradually increasing participation of current and new
Affiliate schools. Because the Network is viewed as a long-term enter-
prise, we would expect both change and growth in the social system as
some Associate schools move to find their own local networks, and new
Associates are selected from the group of Affiliates. Just as a family
expands and diffuses its influence, the Network should develop future
generations as well as continue to generate new members of the core
system.
We believe that this notion of social systems development has
the potential of linking individual schools in a state or region in more
meaningful ways, and that the Network of Innovative Schools can provide
a model for such development.
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APPENDIX FI
GROUPING OF ESES ITEMS BY FACTOR
I. Alienation
1. Most of the teachers care about problems that students are
having. (False)
2. Most students here care much about their school work. (False)
3. Students sometimes make plans to do something bad to the school.
(True)
A. Students do not pay much attention to school rules and regula-
tions
.
(True)
5. Many students like to stay around after school gets out. (False)
6. This school seems to be an unfriendly place. (True)
7. Many teachers are too busy to talk to students about their prob-
lems or to give them extra help. (True)
II. Humanism
8. Most students are not interested in such things as poetry,
music, or painting. (False)
9. Many of the teachers go out of their way to help students.
(True)
10. If students are unhappy in school, the teacher will call their
parents. (True)
11. Students often interrupt while someone else is talking. (False)
12. This school teaches students to be polite. (True)
13. Most teachers do not talk to students about concerts, plays and
museums. (False)
1A. Students have many chances to help other students. (True)
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III. Autonomy
15. Students almost always wait to be called on before speakine
in class. (False)
16. Students often work in small groups of about three or four
students without the teachers. (True)
17. Students here are very quick to tell teachers about things
that should be changed. (True)
18. Most students here do not like to get into any kind of argu-
ment. (False)
19 . Teachers watch the students closely when they work to make
sure there are no mistakes. (False)
20. Students here do not work on projects by themselves. (False)
21. Students often tell teachers what they would like to study.
(True)
IV
.
Morale
22. Many of the students here are unhappy about the school.
(False)
23. The students in this school feel like they are one big family.
(True)
24. Students do not get any special favors in this school. (False)
25. Many students get into trouble with the teachers. (False)
26. Many students say that they do not like the rules made by
the teachers. (False)
27. Many students help each other with their classwork. (True)
28. Many students do not behave while they are on the playground.
(False)
V. Opportunism
29 . Students that the principal and teachers know will have it
easier in this school. (True)
30. One way to get good grades in this school is to be nice to
the teachers. (True)
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31. The teachers usually check to make sure that students finish
their schoolwork. (False)
32. When students do something wrong, they usually get caught.
(False)
33. Students know who the most important people in this school
are
.
(True)
34. It is difficult for students to get the teacher to like them.
(False)
35. Students know when they can get away with doing something
wrong. (True)
VI . Resources
36. Teachers seldom take their classes to the library so that
students can look up information. (False)
37. Students may take books from the library shelves without the
help of the librarian or teacher. (True)
38. Students often take field trips to interesting places. (True)
39. Most of the teachers in this school are unfriendly. (False)
40. In this school students have many chances to listen to music.
(True)
41. Sometimes students watch lessons on television. (True)
42. This school has very few exhibits and pictures for students
to look at. (False)
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APPENDIX F2
GROUPING OF OCDQ ITEMS BY SUBTEST
Teachers * Behavior
I. Disengagement
1 The mannerisms of teachers at this school are annoying.
2. There is a minority group of teachers who always oppose the
majority.
3. Teachers exert group pressure on nonconforming faculty mem-
bers .
4. Teachers seek special favors from the principal.
5. Teachers interrupt other faculty members who are talking in
staff meetings.
6. Teachers ask nonsensical questions in faculty meetings.
7. Teachers ramble when they talk in faculty meetings.
8. Teachers at this school stay by themselves.
9. Teachers talk about leaving the school system.
10. Teachers socialize together in small select groups.
II. Hindrance
11. Routine duties interfere with the job of teaching.
12. Teachers have too many committee requirements.
13. Student progress reports require too much work.
14. Administrative paper work is burdensome at this school.
15. Sufficient time is given to prepare administrative reports.*
*Scored negatively
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16. Instructions for the operation of teaching aids are avail-
able.*
III. Esprit
17. The morale of the teachers is high.
18. The teachers accomplish their work with great vim, vigor,
and pleasure.
19. Teachers at this school show much school spirit.
20. Custodial service is available when needed.
21. Most of the teachers here accept the faults of their
colleagues
.
22. School supplies are readily available for use in classwork.
23. There is considerable laughter when teachers gather inform-
ally .
24. In faculty meetings, there is the feeling of "let's get
things done."
25. Extra books are available for classroom use.
26. Teachers spend time after school with students who have in-
dividual problems.
IV. Intimacy
27. Teachers’ closest friends are other faculty members at this
school
.
28. Teachers invite other faculty members to visit them at home.
29. Teachers know the family background of other faculty
mem-
bers .
30. Teachers talk about their personal life to other
faculty
members
.
31. Teachers have fun socializing together during
school time.
32. Teachers work together preparing administrative
reports.
*Scored negatively
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33. Teachers prepare administrative reports by themselves.*
Principal 's Behavior
V. Aloofness
34. Faculty meetings are organized according to a tight agenda.
35. Faculty meetings are mainly principal-report meetings.
36. The principal runs the faculty meeting like a business con-
ference
.
37. Teachers leave the grounds during the school day.
38. Teachers eat lunch by themselves in their own classrooms.
39. The rules set by the principal are never questioned.
40. Teachers are contacted by the principal each day.
41. School secretarial service is available for teachers' use.*
42 o Teachers are informed of the results of a supervisor's visit.*
VI. Production Emphasis
43. The principal makes all class scheduling decisions.
44. The principal schedules the work for the teachers.
45. The principal checks the subject-matter ability of teachers.
46. The principal corrects teachers' mistakes.
47. The principal insures that teachers work to their full
capacity
.
48. Extra duty for teachers is posted conspicuously.
49. The principal talks a great deal.
VII. Thrust
50. The principal goes out of his way to help teachers.
*Scored negatively
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-*1 • The principal sets an example by working hard himself.
52. The principal uses constructive criticism.
53. The principal is well prepared when he speaks at school
functions
.
54. The principal explains his reasons for criticism to teachers
55. The principal looks out for the personal welfare of teachers
56. The principal is in the building before teachers arrive.
57. The principal tells teachers of new ideas he has run across.
58. The principal is easy to understand.
VIII. Consideration
59. The principal helps teachers solve personal problems.
60. The principal does personal favors for teachers.
61. The principal stays after school to help teachers finish
their work.
62. The principal helps staff members settle minor differences.
63. Teachers help select which courses will be taught.
64. The principal tries to get better salaries for teachers.
*Scored negatively
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APPENDIX G1
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT SURVEY
Instructions to Students
We are interested in your ideas about the type of school you go
to. You know a lot about the school because as a student you have
played on its playgrounds and studied in its classrooms. We are asking
you to be a reporter and tell your thoughts about your school.
Please understand that this is not a test, and there are no
ri§ht or wrong answers. In fact, we do not even ask your name. We
simply want your honest ideas about your school.
The items in this questionnaire describe conditions that occur
within schools. Please indicate to what extent each of these descrip-
tions characterizes your school . Please do not judge the items in terms
of "good" or "bad" behavior, but read each item carefully and respond
in terms of how well the statement describes your school.
Marking the Answer Sheet
Please mark your response to each item clearly on the answer
sheet. Use pencil only. Erase completely to change answers.
Biographical Information (Use items 1-6 on the answer sheet)
1-3. Fill in the school number as directed by your teacher.
4. Sex: Girl: 1
Boy : 2
5. Grade: Fifth: 1
Sixth: 2
Ungraded: 3
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6. Please indicate how many years you have attended this school.
Nine months at this school counts as a year.
Less than one year: 1
One or two years : 2
More than two years : 3
Marking Answers to Sentences
There are forty-two sentences about elementary schools in this
booklet. You are to mark each sentence TRUE or FALSE. When you think
a sentence tells about your school mark that sentence TRUE by filling
in space number 1 on the answer sheet. In other words, blacken in space
number 1 if you think the sentence tells the way things usually are in
your school, what happens or might happen there, or the way people
usually act or feel.
Fill in space number 2 on the answer sheet if the sentence is
FALSE or is not the way things usually are in your school, is not what
happens or might happen there, or is not the way people usually act or
feel
.
The following sample shows how to mark a sentence:
Sample Sentence: 12345
Homework in this school is very easy. @ Q Q D D
In this example the student marked box number 1 on the answer
sheet to show that homework in this school is very easy . In
other words, he thought the sentence was TRUE.
Now you are ready to mark each of the forty-two sentences in the booklet.
rememb er that the sentences are about the total school
.
It is important to
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Think about each sentence carefully and answer as honestly as you can.
Take your time and mark only one space for each sentence. Make sure
all sentences are marked.
Find sentence 7 below and space number 7 on the answer sheet
for marking this sentence.
7 . Students here are very quick to tell teachers about things that
should be changed.
8. Students almost always wait to be called on before speaking in
class
.
9. Students do not pay much attention to school rules and regula-
tions .
10. Students often tell teachers what they would like to study.
11. Students may take books from the library shelves without the
help of the librarian or teacher.
12. Students do not get any special favors in this school.
13. Many students like to stay around after school gets out.
14. Many of the teachers go out of their way to help students.
15. Most of the teachers in this school are unfriendly.
16. Most students are not interested in such things as poetry, music,
or painting.
17. Students often work in small groups of about three or four stu-
dents without the teachers.
18. One way to get good grades in this school is to be nice to the
teachers
.
19. Students know who the most important people in this school are.
20. Students often interrupt while someone else is talking.
21. This school teaches students to be polite.
22. Many students help each other with their classwork.
23.
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Mcst students here care much about their school work.
24. Students have many chances to help other students.
25. Teachers seldom take their classes to the library so that
students can look up information.
26. This school has very few exhibits and pictures
look at
.
for students to
27. Many students say that they do not like the rules made by theteachers
.
28. Students know when they can get away with doing something wrong.
29. Many students do not behave while they are on the playground.
30. Students here do not work on projects by themselves.
31. Most teachers do not talk to students about concerts, plays and
museums
.
32. Many students get into trouble with the teachers.
33. Many teachers are too busy to talk to students about their prob-
lems or to give them extra help.
34. It is difficult for students to get the teacher to like them.
35. Students sometimes make plans to do something bad to the school.
36. Students often take field trips to interesting places.
37 . The teachers usually check to make sure that students finish
their school work.
38. Most students here do not like to get into any kind of argument.
39. This school seems to be an unfriendly place.
40. In this school students have many chances to listen to music.
41. Many of the students here are unhappy about the school.
42. The students in this school feel like they are one big family.
43. Sometimes students watch lessons on television.
44. When students do something wrong, they usually get caught.
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45. Teachers watch the students closely when they work to make sure
there are no mistakes.
46. Most of the teachers care about problems that students are having.
47. If students are unhappy in school, the teacher will call their
parents
.
48. Students that the principal and teachers know will have it
easier in this school.
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APPENDIX G2
ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE
The items in this questionnaire describe typical behaviors or
conditions that occur within school organizations. Please indicate to
what extent each of these descriptions characterizes your school
.
Please do not evaluate the items in terms of "good" or "bad" behavior,
but read each item carefully and respond in terms of how well the state-
ment describes your school.
The descriptive scale on which to rate the items is printed at
the top of each page. Please read the instructions which describe how
you should mark your answers.
The purpose of this questionnaire is to secure a description of
the different ways in which teachers behave and of the various conditions
under which they must work. After you have answered the questionnaire
the behaviors or conditions that have been described as typical by the
majority of the teachers in your school will be examined, and from this
description a portrait of the teacher-principal interaction will be con-
structed .
Reprinted with permission of the Macmillan Company from THEORY AND
RESEARCH IN ADMINISTRATION by Andrew W. Halpin. Copyright by
Andrew W. Halpin, 1966.
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Marking Instructions
Printed below Is an example of a typical item found in the
Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire ;
1. Rarely occurs
2 . Sometimes occurs
3. Often occurs
4. Very frequently occurs
1 2 3 4 5
1. Teachers call each other by their first names. [] [] | (] []
In this example the respondent marked alternative 3 on the an-
swer sheet to show that the inter-personal relationship described by
this item "often occurs" at his school. Of course, any of the other
alternatives could be selected, depending upon how often the behavior
described by the item does, indeed, occur in your school.
Please mark your response clearly on the answer sheet, as in
the example. Sections I and II of the answer sheet will be used.
PLEASE BE SURE THAT YOU MARK EVERY ITEM.
Biographical Information
Please use numbers 1-12 on the answer sheet for the following infor-
mation.
1. (example)
2-4. Leave blank
5-7. School number (Write in the number that is indicated by your
proctor
.
)
8 . Position: Teacher
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Principal 2
Other 3
9. Sex: Man 1
Woman 2
10. Age: 20-29 1
30-39 2
40-49 3
50-59 4
60 or over 5
11. Years of experience in education
0-3 1
4-9 2
10-19 3
20-29 4
30 or over 5
12. Years at this school:
0-4 1
5-9 2
10-19 3
20 or over 4
1. Rarely occurs
2. Sometimes occurs
3. Often occurs
4. Very frequently occurs
13. Teachers' closest friends are other
faculty members at this school.
14. The mannerisms of teachers at this school
are annoying.
15. Teachers spend time after school with stu-
dents who have individual problems.
12 3 4
12 3 4
12 3 4
16.
Instructions for the operation of teaching
aids are available. 12 3 4
17. Teachers invite other faculty to visit them
at home. 1 2 3 4
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1. Rarely occurs
2. Sometimes occurs
3. Often occurs
4. Very frequently occurs
18. There is a minority group of teachers who
always oppose the majority. 1 2 3 4
19. Extra books are available for classroom use. 1 2 3 4
20. Sufficient time is given to prepare adminis-
trative reports. 1 2 3 4
21. Teachers know the family background of other
faculty members. 1 2 3 4
22. Teachers exert group pressure on non-conforming
faculty members. 1 2 3 4
23. In faculty meetings, there is a feeling of "let 1 :
get things done."
3
1 2 3 4
24. Administrative paper work is burdensome at this
school
.
1 2 3 4
25. Teachers talk about their personal life to other
faculty members. 1 2 3 4
26. Teachers seek special favors from the principal. 1 2 3 4
27. School supplies are readily available for use
in classwork. 1 2 3 4
28. Student progress reports require too much work. 1 2 3 4
29. Teachers have fun socializing together during
school time. 1 2 3 4
30. Teachers interrupt other faculty members who
are talking in staff meetings. 1 2 3 4
31. Most of the teachers here accept the faults of
their colleagues. 1 2 3 4
32. Teachers have too many committee requirements. 1 2 3 4
33. There is considerable laughter when teachers
gather informally. 1 2 3 4
34. Teachers ask non-sensical questions in faculty
meetings
.
1 2 3 4
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1. Rarely occurs
2. Sometimes occurs
3. Often occurs
4. Very frequently occurs
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
Custodial service is available when needed. 1
Routine duties interfere with the job of
teaching.
Teachers prepare administrative reports by
themselves. 1
Teachers ramble when they talk in faculty
meetings
. i
Teachers at this school show much school
spirit. i
The principal goes out of his way to help
teachers. 1
The principal helps teachers solve personal
problems. 1
Teachers at this school stay by themselves. 1
The teachers accomplish their work with great
vim, vigor, and pleasure. 1
The principal sets an example by working hard
himself. 1
The principal does personal favors for teachers. 1
Teachers eat lunch by themselves in their own
classrooms. 1
The morale of the teachers is high. 1
The principal uses constructive criticism. 1
The principal stays after school to help
teachers finish their work. 1
50. Teachers socialize together in small select
groups
.
51. The principal makes all class-scheduling
decisions
.
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
12 3 4
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52.
Teachers are contacted by the
day
.
1 . Rarely occurs
2. Sometimes occurs
3. Often occurs
4. Very frequently occurs
principal each 12 3 4
53.
The principal is well prepared when he speaks
at school functions. 12 3 4
54. The principal helps staff members settle minor
differences. 1
55. The principal schedules the work for the
teachers . ^
56. Teachers leave the grounds during the school
day. 1
57. The principal criticizes a specific act rather
than a staff member. 1
58. Teachers help select which courses will be
taught
.
59. The principal corrects teachers' mistakes.
1
60. The principal talks a great deal.
^
61. The principal explains his reasons for
^
criticism to teachers.
62. The principal tries to get better
salaries for
^
teachers
.
63. Extra duty for teachers is
posted conspicuously. 1
64. The rules set by the principal
are never
^
questioned
.
65. The principal looks out for
the personal
^
welfare of teachers.
66. School secretarial service is
available for
^
teachers' use.
67. The principal runs the faculty
meeting like a
]
business conference.
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
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1
. Rarely occurs
2
. Sometimes occurs
3. Often occurs
4. Very frequently occurs
68. The principal is in the building before
teachers arrive. 1 2 3 4
69. Teachers work together preparing administrative
reports
.
1 2 3 4
70. Faculty meetings are organized according to a
tight agenda. 1 2 3 4
71. Faculty meetings are mainly principal-report
meetings
.
1 2 3 4
72. The principal tells teachers of new ideas he
has run across. 1 2 3 4
73. Teachers talk about leaving the school system. 1 2 3 4
74. The principal checks the subject-matter ability
of teachers. 1 2 3 4
75. The principal is easy to understand. 1 2 3 4
76. Teachers are informed of the results of a
supervisor's visit. 1 2 3 4
77. Grading practices are standardized at this
school
.
1 2 3 4
78. The principal insures that teachers work to
their full capacity. 1 2 3 4
79. Teachers leave the building as soon as possible
at day's end. 1 2 3 4
80. The principal clarifies wrong ideas a teacher
may have. 1 2 3 4
APPENDIX H
DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOL SCORES ON
EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT VARIABLES
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DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED SCHOOL SCORES
FOR THE ENVIRONMENT VARIABLE OF ALIENATION
18
z-score interval
Standardized School Scores for Alienation
DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED SCHOOL SCORES
FOR THE ENVIRONMENT VARIABLE OF HUMANISM
z-score interval
Standardized School Scores for Humanism
151
DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED SCHOOL SCORES
FOR THE ENVIRONMENT VARIABLE OF AUTONOMY
z-score interval
Standardized School Scores for Autonomy
DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED SCHOOL SCORES
FOR THE ENVIRONMENT VARIABLE OF MORALE
z-score interval
Standardized School Scores for Morale
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DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED SCHOOL SCORES
FOR THE ENVIRONMENT VARIABLE OF OPPORTUNISM
18 i
DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED SCHOOL SCORES
FOR THE ENVIRONMENT VARIABLE OF RESOURCES
z-score interval
Standardized School Scores for Resources
APPENDIX I
DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOL SCORES ON
TEACHER-PRINCIPAL INTERACTION VARIABLES
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4
DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED SCHOOL SCORES
FOR THE TEACHER VARIABLE OF DISENGAGEMENT
z-score interval
Standardized School Scores for Disengagement
DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED SCHOOL SCORES
FOR THE TEACHER VARIABLE OF HINDRANCE
Below -2 -2 to -1 -1 to 0 0 to 1 1 to 2 Above 2
z-score interval
Standardized School Scores for Hindrance
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DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED SCHOOL SCORES
FOR THE TEACHER VARIABLE OF ESPRIT
z-score interval
Standardized School Scores for Esprit
DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED SCHOOL SCORES
FOR THE TEACHER VARIABLE OF INTIMACY
z-score interval
Standardized School Scores for Intimacy
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DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED SCHOOL SCORES
FOR THE PRINCIPAL VARIABLE OF ALOOFNESS
z-score interval
Standardized School Scores for Aloofness
DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED SCHOOL SCORES
FOR THE PRINCIPAL VARIABLE OF PRODUCTION EMPHASIS
z-score interval
Standardized School Scores for Production Emphasis
APPENDIX J
CORRELATION MATRIX FOR EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT
VARIABLES, TEACHER-PRINCIPAL INTERACTION
VARIABLES, AND DEMOGRAPHIC FEATURES
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DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED SCHOOL SCORES
FOR THE PRINCIPAL VARIABLE OF THRUST
z-score Interval
Standardized School Scores for Thrust
DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED SCHOOL SCORES
FOR THE PRINCIPAL VARIABLE OF CONSIDERATION
z-score interval
Standardized School Scores for Consideration
INTERCORR
ELATION
MATRIX*
TEACHER-PRINCIPAL
VAR
LABI
EDUCATIONAL
ENVIROMCENT
VARIABLES,
DMOOIAPHIC
VARI/
159
Ss
S 8
f* O
3s
00
in
cn o
ss
m qo o
P" o
CO o
NO o
r- o
00 O
ss
ssO vj
Sg
VO o
. Q 8 CO O
l O o oo o
<r cm
\0 m
o
o
“8
^ O'
00 o
<n o
v© m
O <*>
<r
<M rsi
cn o
28
fi£ £ 8
o «o
s
m >jm vo
m o
im aoh r^
m o
5 •
*-< u
Uh *"«
P
o b
tfc. M
W »M
O C*S
< 04
O'
<-• O'
cm o
jS
- in
cm vo
ri pmO 'J
pi pi
in vO
<n o
CM O
so om o
CM PI
CO
CM o
CM O
»J CM
ss
M (/)
in vs
oc p-
sg
cm
-t
P4 oJ o
2 5
5 a
SO ©
'j o
in o
sg
S t?
u t3
tn x
m O
p" om o
m
v© m
cm o
r* O'
cn *—c
pi o
-? o
-7 cm
CM O
«» m
cn o
cm m
PI o
O ao
s
in
^ ^
38
00 00
<T 00O cn
v© <©
O <’*>
S8
m o
O 'Jm ao
o cn
m
mO cn
P" oo
sj s©
CM O
m o
CM >JO
83 2
pi m
PI CM
o *»
S3
$
PSO toy <
8 a,
es
in pi
CM CM
PI O
O P~
-7 OO *«»
nJ PI
v? o
-T O
3
vt o
cn o
ss
25
•s r
3S
ao o
o
v©
o oM O
CM P>
s
3 •
O *>
t3 s
5 w
S’S
sr
o
IM
•o o
<V «M
W Oh
o
S’ *3
M >
» C
s s

